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The discovery of a deceiving 
principle, a lying activity 
within us, can furnish an 
absolutely new view of all 
conscious life. 


Jacques Riviére 


CHAPTER ONE 


INTRODUCTION 


WERE a portrait of man to be drawn, one in which there 
would be highlighted whatever is most human, be it 
noble or ignoble, we should surely place well in the 
foreground man's enormous capacity for self-deception. 
The task of representing this most intimate, secret 
gesture would not be much easier were we to turn 
to what the philosophers have said. Philosophical 
attempts to elucidate the concept of self-deception have 
ended in paradox—or in loss from sight of the elusive 
phenomenon itself. Yet whatever is obscure about self- 
deception infects our understanding of what it is to 
be a person, what it is to know oneself, and what it is to 
act responsibly. Whether in morally assessing ourselves 
or others, whether in the court of law or in everyday 
life, we are beset by confusion when once we grant 
that the person in question is in self-deception. For as 
deceiver one is insincere, guilty; whereas as genuinely 
deceived, one is the innocent victim. What, then, shall 
we make of the self-deceiver, the one who is both the 
doer and the sufferer? Our fundamental categories are 
placed squarely at odds with one another. 

It is easy to see that an analysis of self-deception will 
bear not only upon our v7 assessments but also upon 
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our understanding of such concepts of perennial philo- 
Sophical interest as ‘know’, ‘intend’, ‘choose’, and 
‘wish’. And the topic of self-deception also takes us 
deeply into certain large-scale philosophical doctrines, 
Such as Sartre's and Kierkegaard's. 

That we deceive ourselves as well as others was no 
doubt appreciated of old, but it has become of quite 
particular, explicit interest in recent centuries in the 
West (cf. Peyre, Ch. 8. A Victorian such as Bulwer- 
Lytton (Vol. II, p. 189) could already take it as evident 
that "The easiest person to deceive is one's own self". 
And, in mid-twentieth century, Camus, in his last 
major work, The Fall, still could place the theme of 
self-deception at the centre of his work: 


y memory, that modesty helped 
nquer, and virtue to oppress. . . - 


(p. 84) 
I contemplated, for instance, jostling the blind on the 
street; and from th 


; € secret unexpected joy this gave me I 
Tecognized how much a part of my soul loathed them. . . . 


(p. 91) 
,, lt is of Particular interest to note the remark on the 
decei ithin us’ made by the late Jacques 
» founder of the Nouvelle Revue F rancaise, and 


» set aut upon the study of the human heart without being 

tpe oF ts existence and the activity of this principle 
js without Preparing onese]f against its subterfuges is 
ike wanting to determine the nature of the depths of the 


sea ithout a sounding i i 
g instrument, y 
Ww è i l b trusting the surfac 


(p. 181) 
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Rivière talks of the ‘deceiving principle’ in the course of 
an essay on psychoanalysis. He expresses the early and 
wide-spread appreciation of the fact that one of the 
great regions of self-deception is the one which has been 
blocked out and explored by psychoanalysts. Any of an 
innumerable number of psychiatric case histories could 
serve to illustrate the point as well, but let us consider 
at least one briefly. It is the case of a bedridden patient 


in a hospital (Nemiah, pp. 126-128). 


The patient was very much concerned about his disability. 
He insisted over and over again that he ‘had to get going’, 
that the ‘inactivity was killing him’, that he would ‘rather 
be dead than a hopeless cripple’. Although he seemed to be 
quite sincere in making these statements, his behaviour 
belied his overt attitudes. During his entire stay in the 
hospital, he lay passively and helplessly in bed... . 


Because his total collapse had occurred after his second 
operation, the focus of psychiatric interviews was directed 
to this event in the hope of uncovering relevant emotional 
problems. The patient stated in a matter-of-fact way that 
he had not really wanted the second operation. He had 
been afraid that it might make him worse; and furthermore, 
although he did have pain, he was satisfied with his ability 
to work and function despite the limitations imposed by 
his condition. When he was asked if he had resented the 
pressure brought to bear on him to undergo surgery, he 
denied having had such feelings. He spoke very quietly, 
calmly, and without show of emotions about the entire 


matter. 

(He was given sodium amytal intravenously.) The effect of 
the drug was striking; as the patient now discussed the 
second operation, he told with considerable show of resent- 
ment how his doctors had called him almost daily to urge 
him to enter the hospital immediately for an operation. His 
family’s pressure was even greater and more insistent. His 
mother told him ‘he owed it to his family to get completely 
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well’ and that he was ‘only being selfish to refuse = 
operation’. His wife added her urgent persuasion 2 
finally threatened to divorce him if he did not goa eo 
with her wishes. When he finally agreed to the operation 
was told that the procedure would take three hours; 1 
actual fact, he was in the operating room for eleven Ms 
because ‘the specialists left in the middle for lunc 2 E 
was ‘boiling mad’ about this, but felt he could my i 
complaints because ‘it might make a breach wit dod 
Surgeons’. As the patient described these pressures an 


attempts to withstand them, he began to express ed 
and greater anger at everyone involved, both family a 
doctors, of whom he said 


vehemently, ‘They stink!’ Sud- 
denly, speaking of at last deciding for surgery, he said, ‘So 
I finally decided if I had to cut my throat, I would cut my 
throat—and here I am; the family needed a lesson. 


When he awoke, (the Patient) had no memory of the inter- 
iew, of the rage he had expressed, or of the details of his 

family’s and the doctors? behaviour which he had re- 

Counted while under the influence of the drug. Instead . . . 
© spoke without anger or feelings, and described the 

Circumstances of his Surgery exactly as he had done before 

being given sodium amytal. 

We can be s 


ure that an anal 
have an inti 


ysis of self-deception will 
mate bearing u 


pon such concepts as ‘con- 
^ ‘unconscious’, and 'defence', and upon the 
elucidation of Psychoanalytic and psychiatric theory 
more generally. 


ho can doubt that w 


€ do deceive ourselves? Yet 
Who can explain coheren 
so? 


tly and explicitly how we do 


So long as Lucien tries only to convince others, the evil is 
merely embryonic: this is the first step towards hypocrisy. 

ut have you noticed that, with Lucien, the hypocrisy 
becomes deeper day by day. He is the first victim of all the 
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false motives he brings forth; eventually he convinced him- 
self that it is these false motives that are guiding him, 
whereas in reality it is he who bends and guides them. 
The true hypocrite is the one who ceases to perceive his 
deception, the one who lies with sincerity. 

(Gide, pp. 393-4) 

*The one who lies with sincerity', who convinces him- 
self of what he even then knows is not so, who lies to 
himself and to others and believes his own lie though 
in his heart he knows it is a lie—the phenomenon is so 
familiar, the task so easy, that we nod our heads and 
say, ‘of course’. Yet, when we examine what we have 
said with respect to its inner coherency, we are tempted 
to dismiss such a description as nonsense. 

In the following pages I shall try to unravel these 
paradoxes by getting a clear understanding of how we 
use the language associated with self-deception. But 
this way of putting matters does not adequately charac- 
terize what I am attempting to do. I am also trying 
to isolate, identify, and discuss certain features of the 
self-deception situation with which there is no every- 
day language associated. In order to do this, it will 
be necessary to bend familiar usage and develop a 
terminology with which we can forthrightly express 
certain significant, usually unexpressed features of self- 
deception. My aim is to develop a way of talking about 
self-deception which will in turn elucidate the way we 
usually talk about it as well as the circumstances which 
lead us to talk of it that way. My aim is also to develop 
a way of talking about self-deception which is suffi- 
ciently rooted in everyday speech so that it will amplify 
our everyday talk about self-deception. At present we 
possess a language which permits us only hints and 
imputations, by means of paradox; my aim is to enable 
us to reason explicitly and clearly about our psycho- 
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logical, moral, legal, or spiritual concerns insofar as 
self-deception is involved. . 

In order to develop such a language, I have avoided 
making out of whole cloth a new technical language 
(which, to a good extent, is what Freud did). I have 
used, instead, a family of everyday terms, metaphors 
and images. Speaking more broadly, I propose a non- 
esoteric model, an alternative to the usual models, in 
terms of which we can talk about such notions as 'self- 
deception’, ‘conscious’, ‘unconscious’, and yet others to 
be introduced as discussion proceeds. . 

As the above suggests, I shall not be able to provide 
à complete and unequivocal set of rules for use of the 
terminology I do develop. Nor can there be a decisive 
‘Proof’ of the validity of my proposals. The ‘argument 
in favour of them lies in the plurality of profitable and 
interesting results which emerge from developing the 
approach, applying it, and relating it to other 
approaches to similar problems. . 

I attempt in Chapter Two to show why, as I see it, 
there has been failure in the recent efforts of philo- 
sophical analysts to provide a non-paradoxical account 
based on familiar models of self-deception. In doing 
this, my purpose is not only to present a critical 
review of the literature, but also to draw several general 
morals. One such moral is that these efforts by contem- 
Porary philosophical analysts all share a certain blind- 
ness to essential features of self-deception. Another 
mora] we learn from the review of the analytical litera- 
ture is how many are the ways of falling into this blind- 
ness. And finally, by finding ourselves forced repeatedly 
to re-state in a variety of contexts the central issue, We 
develop, T believe, a certain resistance to similar blind- 
ness when once 


We ourselves engage in systematic and 
constructive analysis, 
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Chapters Three and Four contain just such a systema- 
tic and constructive statement. Though there is some 
critical discussion of other writers, and in particular 
A. E. Murphy, the main effort is to give direct and 
substantive answers to the questions: How do we go 
about deceiving ourselves, Why do we deceive our- 
selves, What is it to be in self-deception, What are its 
distinctive signs, and Why are they such as they are? 
I aim to present the texture of our experience, not just 
coherently, but with the patterns more visible and their 
significance more clearly displayed than before. In 
these two chapters I am—to use a different metaphor— 
trying to draw a new map of the region, rather than to 
correct details in the familiar sort of map. I try to pro- 
vide enough detail on specific check-points to make it 
evident that the map does correspond in its main out- 
line with the terrain, and to warrant the hope that the 
new map is worth using as a basis for subsequent, 
more intensive explorations of particular areas within 
the region depicted. 

The accuracy and usefulness of the new map are 
further confirmed in the course of the sympathetically 
critical exposition, in Chapters Five and Six, of other in- 
fluential doctrines pertaining to self-deception and 
related themes, particularly those doctrines to be found 
in the work of Sartre, Kierkegaard, and Freud. The first 
part of Chapter Five consists of a systematic review of 
Sartre's doctrine. My aim is to show that there is a re- 
markable parallelism between Sartre's doctrine and 
my own account—with the further demonstration that, 
by the use of my account, translated into Sartrian ter- 
minology, Sartre's own version can be freed of much of 
its terminological incoherence and surface paradox. This 
fact has a double significance. It tends to confirm my 
Own account, since there can hardly be any doubt that 
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Sartre's doctrine, whatever its defects and incoher- 
encies, contains much that is profound and just. More- 
over, this ‘translatability’ and parallelism also widen 
the scope of both my account of self-deception and of 
Sartre's. The fact that we can move easily from one 
formulation into the other means that the possibilities 
for mutual correction and amplification are signi- 
ficantly increased. 

I have not attempted a similarly systematic treat- 
ment in the case of Kierkegaard. The aim of this book 
is essentially analytical and synthetic rather than his- 
torical or critical. I have thought it necessary to say 
only enough about Kierkegaard to make it plain that 
Iny own account does not have a merely coincidental 
parallelism to Sartre's, that my account has a generality 
Which links it to lines of thought broadly classified 
today as ‘Existentialist’, 

In Chapter Six I have undertaken a systematic, 
Critical re-statement of the Freudian doctrine of de- 
fence and the unconscious. I believe that the rigour 
and detail with which I have done this are justified by 
the intrinsic importance and interest of Freudian theory 
and, through it, of much psychiatric theory today. In 
addition, of course, the doctrine of Freud on defence 
and the unconscious also constitutes the most elabor- 
ately worked out, the most extensively applied con- 
temporary doctrine touching self-deception. Hence 
have felt, as I did in the case of Sartre, that if a con- 
im parallelism between my own account and 
ieu : Could be shown, this would be very strong 
is all p dern for my account. This confirmation 
re ie deepened if, as is the case, my d 
to Freud’s d es us to bring out features fundamen 
before, and vocttine which had not been appreciate! 

» and if it enables us to resolve, within the basic 
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Freudian framework, long-standing puzzles and in- 
consistencies, some long acknowledged by Freudians, 
some never appreciated but readily formulatable in 
orthodox Freudian terms. 

As in the case of the discussion of Sartre, by estab- 
lishing such translatability and parallelism between 
my own account and Freud's, the benefits of each 
account are available to the other. Moreover, through 
Freud my own account of self-deception is linked up 
with the great stream of contemporary psychiatric 
thinking, and in turn psychiatric theory is linked up 
with the main lines of Existentialist thought. 

In the final chapter of this book, I offer a series of 
remarks touching upon issues which I call spiritual, 
and which also bear upon issues in moral theory and 
psychotherapeutic doctrine. I believe that much of the 
confusion and controversy over the moral responsi- 
bility of the self-deceiver—and the moral status of 
psychotherapy—can be resolved by reference to my 
own account of self-deception. What is more, the 
account of self-deception which I have given carries 
with it an adumbration of a doctrine concerning what 
it is to become and to be a person. My concluding re- 
marks therefore deal not only with the retrogressive 
movement into self-deception, but also with the move- 
ment out of self-deception and into personal integrity 
and responsibility. These remarks thus inevitably touch 
upon and bring together themes already raised in 
earlier discussions in the book. 

I have added, as an Appendix, a brief statement 
concerning some recent developments in certain kinds 
of brain surgery and the behavioural effects thereof. T 
place this as an appendix, and not as a portion of the 
main text, because the meaning of these new neuro- 
Psychological developments is still in so many ways 
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unclear to those working in the field, and because the 
relation of the material to my philosophical account 
can be little more than speculative where it is not 
merely obscure. Yet what there is seems so startlingly 
parallel and relevant to some of the special concepts 
I have used in my analysis that I cannot think it should 
go unmentioned. What makes the parallel more strik- 
ing is that the ideas of the main text were in fact worked 
out entirely independently of the neuropsychological 
material. 
, Faced with the choice whether or not to incorporate 
into the main text these essentially independent and 
Speculative ideas concerning neuropsychology, I de- 
cided to let my own original argument and text stand 
entirely unchanged. But I could not resist referring 
the interested reader to the neuropsychological material 
T Way of a brief summary and discussion in an appen" 

x. 

I am all too aware that much more than I have 
done in this book might have been done in an explora- 
tion of the enormously rich topic of self-deception. 
have only one excuse for not discussing other philo- 
sophers, Psychological theories, literary works, an 
Psychological case histories: Though I have, in a Way: 
ranged widely, my central tactical purpose has bee? 
apie circumscribed. [ justify the introduction of ? 
oo variety of materials not merely because of f a 
d "msie interest in each case, but because I could ves 
major landmarks f ree A a ae teme" 
salk na 9r a coherent, intelligible, an da this 
with just ees map of self-deception, and to il as 
sould an cient breadth of materials and deta the 
Possibilities for qual accuracy of the map an a 

" Significant further philosophica 
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ploration which it might provide. I cannot refrain from 
emphasizing that, in doing this much, I have not merely 
written a prospectus for a map, nor have I merely 
sketched, as a prolegomenon, an outline of how such 
a map might look. I have attempted to draw the 
actual map, and to use it. 


CHAPTER TWO 
———— 


TO BELIEVE AND NOT TO 
BELIEVE 


i i ure of 
IN recent years there has appeared in the literat 


ts, by 
philosophical analysis a Sequence of related effor 
different authors 


ental 
fied. As an element in my argument for a fundam 


ce 

Shift in approach, T propose to show that the sep 

of papers in question have been—and were bo ining 
°—inadequate even in their own terms. By exam 

Specifically how th 

Why they were fund. 


: ting 
amentally misguided in presen 
the Problem in tho: 


b- 
se terms at all: and, seeing the fe at 
ill be in a Position in a 
chapters to q in the same analytical a e 
Putting the questions and, eventually, 
answering them. 
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As is characteristic when paradox lies at the heart 
of things, there is a particular slipperiness about the 
object of investigation. The writers I discuss in this 
chapter have in each case attempted to present a non- 
paradoxical analysis of ‘self-deception’. I aim to show 
that in each case there has been either or both of two 
results: (1) paradox has been eliminated, but what re- 
mains is no longer an account of how we actually use 
the term ‘self-deception’; or (2) self-deception is still 
before us, but the paradox in the description of it, in- 
stead of being eliminated, has taken an obviously vari- 
ant form. 


Raphael Demos, in 1960, wrote a paper on self- 
deception which inspired a variety of responses. Demos 
first attempted to characterize self-deception in a man- 
ner faithful to the usual, paradoxical way of putting the 
matter. Then he attempted a non-paradoxical descrip- 
tion of the same phenomenon. His initial characteriza- 
tion proceeds on the assumption that self-deception is 
to be understood as lying to oneself, which in turn is to 
be understood on the model of lying to others. AI- 
though the equivalence of deceiving others with lying 
to others may be questionable, since not all deception 
is lying, Demos' paper nevertheless serves to raise the 
basic issues in connection with self-deception. His 
assumptions are in the main intuitively plausible, 
though it is just such assumptions which are held by 
the other writers in this group to be the source of con- 
fusion and error. In my own view, however, Demos 
initial and intuitively plausible formulations do con- 
stitute a sound starting point. They capture much of the 
essential spirit of self-deception, a spirit which quickly 
eludes not only the critics of Demos' thesis but also, 
ironically, Demos himself. 
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deed they are not even explicitly raised by Demos. 
Nevertheless it will be of some interest to follow how 
this issue raises itself, tacitly, as Demos tries variant 
phrasings in which to express his view. 

Demos is led to say that the self-deceiver ‘fails to 
notice’, (p. 594), is ‘distracted from" (p. 593) the be- 
lief; but if this is so, the essential purposefulness is 
absent. This may be oversight or confusion, but it is 
neither self-deception nor is it ‘blameworthy’ as such. 
On the other hand, when Demos says—without re- 
marking the difference —that the self-deceiver ‘deliber- 
ately ignores’ (p. 593) the belief, we are once again 
faced with genuine self-deception—but also with para- 
dox. For now it appears that it is just because he 
already appreciates the incompatibility of his beliefs 


that the self-deceiver ‘deliberately ignores’ the belief he 
abhors. 


It is a natural 
dead end, that w 


Proposes, reasonably enough, 
e use the word ‘deception’ in 
d not feel required to suppose 
the same way as it is when we 


Siegler offers, presumabl i 

: Y as a part 
what we could call self-deception ^ is Yr of 
amples based on the kind i er or ex 


of situation where a 
finally declares, perhaps after failing an AORA 
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or getting nowhere with women, ‘I knew all along . . .’ 
(e.g., that I would fail, or, that I would get nowhere). 
The person's later declaration contrasts with his hav- 
ing earlier acted the ladies' man or the sure success, 
Siegler's specific proposals begin with the clearly i 
nocuous thesis, related to his main thesis, that merel 
because a person says ‘I knew all along. . .’ we need not 
suppose that he did in fact know. 

Siegler then offers a lengthy sequence of proposals 
as to how 'reflexive deception expressions' really do 
‘function’. In each proposal, his aim is to eliminate the 
necessity to suppose concurrent conflicting beliefs. In 
this, his general strategy is of course explicitly opposed 
to Demos'. For the sake of brevity, I have organized 
Siegler's proposals into groups, and I present my own 
comment briefly in each case. 

(1) Saying ‘I knew all along . . > may be intended to 
serve as pretence to others. Comment: this is true; how- 
ever insofar as it is simply this, we could not call this 
self-deception, but merely an attempt to deceive others. 
See further comment under (2). 

(2) Saying ‘I knew all along . . .' may serve as an 
attempt to discount or minimize one’s failure in some 
effort. Presumably Siegler’s point here is that the per- 
son claims that although he let it appear he thought 
he would succeed, he himself was fully aware of the 
truth all along. Comment: This raises many questions. 
Is the minimizing of the failure bona fide? Was it 
truly the case that the person was pretending to others 
but appeared in his true light to himself? Then his 
claim to have been prescient is sound, and there is no 
reason to consider this a case of self-deception. Or was 
he—as Siegler says without further comment at one 
point—'taken in by his own pretences’? If the latter 
is the case, we may have a case of self-deception, but 
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Siegler's analysis throws no light on how one can take 
oneself in by one's own pretences. 

Siegler's remarks are also unclear as to whether he 
takes ‘I knew all along . . . to express past self- 
deception, or whether the person is supposed to be in 
the act of deceiving himself now. If the latter be the 
case, the question we must ask is: In saying ‘I knew 
all along . . ^ does the man now honestly think this 
to be true, though in fact it is not? Or does he say this 
as an element in trying to persuade himself now—and 
With some success—that it's true, even though he 
knows that it is false? 1f it is the former case, it is not 
self-deception now, though it may be poor memory, or 
some other kind of error or confusion. If the latter is 
the case, then he is now deceiving himself, but the 
description is paradoxical. Yet the two types of case 
are surely distinguishable. 

(3) Saying ‘I knew all along . . . is simply a reference 
to past fears, or hopes, or apprehensions, rather than 
to knowledge. For example, the man did fear he would 
fail, and having failed he now says that he knew all 
along he would fail. Comment: Then the statement 
‘T knew all along . . ^ is false. The speaker is careless, 
or his memory is at fault, or he is confused. However 
this case, too, could be interpreted as an attempt to 
deceive himself now: we might assume that the 
Speaker has in a way now persuaded himself to believe 
that he *knew all along’ in order to hide from himself 
the known and unpalatable truth that he did not actu- 
ally know all along but only feared. But if we interpret 
the case in this Way, we have had to reintroduce the 


paradox of a person persuading himself to believe what 
he knows isn't so. 


(4) A mother who 


> says she does not believe that her 
Son is a scoundrel 


» in spite of overwhelming evidence 
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to this effect, may in this way be expressing not dis- 
belief but her inability to understand how her son 
could be a scoundrel. Comment: This is not necessarily 
a case of self-deception. There is an identifiable differ- 
ence between a woman who cannot understand how 
her son could be a scoundrel—however inaccurately 
she expresses this—and a woman who, whether or not 
She understands how it could be, knows that in any 
case it is so. The former is perplexed, but not in self- 
deception. The latter woman need not be in self- 
deception; however she may find the fact so painful 
to contemplate that she tries, with some success, to 
make it appear to herself that it is not so. She is then 
deceiving herself, and again the characterization is 
paradoxical. 

(5) The mother's self-deception, says Siegler, may 
consist in her claiming to believe her son is a fine boy 
because she wants so much that this should be so. 
Comment: Again, the case as described need not be 
self-deception. The crucial question is whether she not 
only wants it to be true that he's a good boy, but also 
has persuaded herself to believe it. ‘Wishful thinking’ 
is not merely saying that one believes something to be 
so, not merely wanting it to be so, but in some way be- 
lieving it to be so. There is often no practical difficulty 
in distinguishing these three different possibilities from 
one another. Each of us has biasses which affect the 
formation of his beliefs and attitudes without his know- 
ing or intending that they should. If having a passion- 
ate wish that something should be so brings it about 
unintentionally that one believes it so, this may with 
Some propriety be called self-deception, though I believe 
We are much more likely to call it prejudice or wishful 
thinking. To the extent that we suppose the belief to be 
intentionally cultivated because of the wish to be- 
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lieve, we distinguish the case as one of ANN 
a less innocent and philosophically far more interes 

ing kind of wishful thinking. We suspect the latter typ 
more readily in the case of the mother with an obviou 7 
scoundrelly son, whereas we usually suppose that it È 
the more innocent type of wishful thinking when w 

notice, in less dramatic circumstances, that a mother 
merely has a somewhat more favourable view of her 
son than does the disinterested observer. The more in- 
nocent form of wishful thinking shades into the pus 
flagrant form of self-deception. When I speak of se : 
deception, I shall not mean to include the — 
Kind’, i.e., the cases where the belief is not induce 

purposely and with knowledge that it is false. 


(6) Saying ‘I knew all along . . .” serves, says Siegler, 
as the expression of a 


ory. Comment: 
along... if used this wa 


We would not call 
We further suppose 


because I knew Very well I wouldn't like what I'd sa 
and so I kept my eyes averted. But then we are bac 
with the paradoxical form of self-deception : somehow 
managing to pretend to myself that there’s meer 
there to be seen, just because I know very we 
that there į 


é . n e 
Is something unbearably distressing to b 
Seen. 


(7) “I have been deceiving myself . . ^ may merely 


S, according to Siegler, a resolve to change, or " 
Spur to such resolve; or it may serve as a warning A 
Oneself, an accusation, a reprimand, advice to recon 
sider, Comment: Of course this phrase might serve F^ 
these Purposes- but so might any of a number O 
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others which are not ‘reflexive deception expressions’, 
for example: ‘I’ve been lazy,’ ‘I’ve been thoughtless,’ 
"I've been insensitive,’ ‘I’ve been a glutton.’ Though 
any of these may serve as spurs to change, as self- 
accusations, and so on, we do not use them indiscrimin- 
ately as equivalents of one another. What is essential 
to our purpose, and what Siegler does not give us, is 
knowledge of the conditions which warrant reprimand- 
ing oneself specifically as a self-deceiver rather than, 
perhaps, a glutton. 

(8) The remaining proposals by Siegler are closely 
akin to the proposal which is central to a paper by 
Canfield and Gustafson. In Siegler’s case, the sug- 
gestion is that the ascription of self-deception to one- 
self may merely be the expression of one’s judgment 
that one should have known better but didn’t. Siegler 
also gives a somewhat different version of this pro- 
posal: to ascribe self-deception to someone is to attri- E 
bute to him an erroneous belief which it is unreason- 
able to have, and to ascribe responsibility to him for 
this. Let us postpone comment on this last proposal 
until we have briefly reviewed the form in which 
Canfield and Gustafson (hereafter ‘C-G’) present 
it. 


ter ONT 00 


C-G, like Siegler, are critical of the fundamental 
assumption of writers like Demos (and, as they point 
out, Sartre too) that the ‘deception’ in ‘self-deception? 
is to be understood very much as it is when we speak 
of one person deceiving another. They present an argu- 
Ment intended to treat self-deception as a species of 
‘self-command’, and to show, in turn, that the ‘logic’ 
Of 'self-command' is different from that of ‘other- 
command’ and is quite non-paradoxical. In the course 
of their argument, C-G treat ‘making oneself do some- 


AM 
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thing’, ‘telling oneself to do something’, and ‘requesting 
oneself to do something’ as interchangeable with ‘self- 
command’, Then, focussing upon ‘making oneself do 
something’ they hold that this comes to ‘doing some- 
thing in adverse circumstances. Self-deception is then 
announced to be ‘making oneself believe (or forget) 
something’. 

This elaborate argument rests on the unwarranted 
interchanging of a number of idioms which are quite 
different in their sense, and on erroneous analyses of 
such phrases as ‘make oneself do something’. Never- 
theless C-G’s conclusion, whatever the failings of their 
argument, deserves to be examined on its intrinsic 
Merits since it is essentially the same as suggested by 
Siegler, and it is also, as we shall see, accepted and 
elaborated further by Penelhum. Their conclusion is: 
‘All that happens in self-deception, we suggest, is that 
the person believes or forgets something in [belief- 
adverse] circumstances’ (i.e, in circumstances which 
point overwhelmingly to the conclusion opposite to 
the one adopted by the self-deceiver) (C-G, 35). As will 
be recalled, this is very much like Siegler’s formulae, 
erroneous belief which it is unreasonable to have’, 
and, ‘one should have known better’. We must now 
ask whether any such formulae can encompass our 
everyday use of ‘self-deception’. 

Let us begin by supposing that in a particular in- 
stance the circumstances, evidence, or argument favour- 
Ing a certain belief are presented to Jones, who holds 
the contrary belief, The argument, however, is so com- 
Plex or esoteric that only an expert—which Jones is 
not—could appreciate how overwhelmingly it points 
toa certain conclusion. Jones does not grasp the force 
re evidence, and he maintains his former belief. In 

is Instance, which appears to satisfy the conditions 
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set down by C-G for self-deception, we would not nor- 
mally say that Jones is self-deceived. Let us suppose 
another instance. Although expertise is not required, 
Smith happens to be quite dull, or emotionally upset 
and distracted, and he does not appreciate what a lay- 
man of average intelligence, with his wits about him, 
would appreciate. Smith would still, perhaps, believe 
contrary to strong evidence, but he would not be a self- 
deceiver. Further we may suppose a person who is 
thoughtless, or impulsive, or intellectually lazy, care- 
less, or confused, or simply stupidly stubborn. Such a 
person might well believe contrary to strong evidence, 
Or, in Siegler’s terms, hold an ‘erroneous belief which 
it is unreasonable to hold’ and about which he ‘should 
have known better’. Yet we would not consider this in 
itself to be self-deception. 

It may be, however, that the idea of believing some- 
thing in the face of belief-adverse circumstances was 
all along meant to include the idea that the person 
knows and appreciates the force of the belief-adverse 
Circumstances or the evidence. This issue is never 
raised by C-G or by Siegler, but it is pressed vigorously 
by Penelhum. 


Penelhum begins by agreeing that Demos’ original 
assumption—that self-deception is to be understood 
On the model of *other-deception —is the wrong way 
to go about the matter; and he also agrees with Can- 
field and Gustafson that belief in the face of strong 
evidence is a necessary condition of self-deception, but 
he argues that it is not a sufficient condition. Penelhum 
Stresses that not only must the evidence against the 
belief be strong, but it is essential that the person know 
the evidence, and moreover the person must see the 
import of what he knows. If all these conditions are 
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satisfied, says Penelhum, this amounts to his accept- 
ing the conclusion to which the evidence points: 'for 
the criteria for saying that he really does see where 
the evidence points and the criteria for saying that he 
accepts the conclusion are the same’. 

To avoid reinstating what he takes to be typical 
paradoxical renderings of self-deception, Penelhum 
further proposes what amounts to an interesting vari- 
ant of one of Demos' theses. Penelhum postulates that 
self-deception is a ‘conflict state’: ‘Someone in this 
state does partially satisfy the criteria for belief and 
also those for disbelief—in particular he will tend to 
declare his disbelief in that to which he sees the 
evidence points’ (pp. 258-9). 

This latter proposal can be helpful, but it is vague 
as presented, and it is radically incomplete even if one 
accepts the spirit of the approach. What is meant by 
‘partially satisfy the criteria of belief’? And why not 
Tequire that the criteria of belief be wholly satisfied? 
Penelhum himself states that the mere tendency to de- 
clare disbelief is not enough; ‘there must be some 
reason to say that he does believe what he asserts 
when he asserts his disbelief, What would such a reason 
be? Would any sort of reason do? Or are there cer- 
tain types of reasons which are characteristically avail- 
able in the case of self-deception, others being char- 
acteristically absent? Since the reasons which count 
heavily for Supposing a person believes what he asserts 
usually vary with context, we might suppose that much 
of our insight into self-deception will come from speci- 
fying What there is about the person's comportment, 
in addition to his Saying that he believes something, 
that leads us to put trust in what he says. If we think 
a Person who says he holds a certain belief is joking 
with us, then we may ask him if he is; and if he re- 
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plies that he is not, then this is typically a good reason 
to think that he said what he believed. But this parti- 
cular question and answer would give little reason to 
suppose the person was not deceiving himself. If we 
suspected he was in self-deception, a negative answer 
to our asking whether he is deceiving himself would 
not settle the issue at all. 

Perhaps it is helpful to shift the analysis of ‘self- 
deception', as Penelhum does, from the question 
whether a person both believes and disbelieves, to the 
question as to what reasons we have for saying the self- 
deceiver believes and what reasons for saying he dis- 
believes. But to leave the question there, as Penelhum 
seems to do, is to hint at a method of analysis rather 
than to carry the analysis through. 

Matters are unhappily returned to deeper obscurity 
When Penelhum proceeds (p. 259) to a more formal 
statement of ‘the necessary and jointly sufficient criteria 
for self-deception (over matters other than one’s own 
inner stages)’. These criteria, he says, are: 

(1) belief in the face of strong evidence, 

(2) the subject’s knowledge of the evidence, 

(3) the subject’s recognition of the import of the 

evidence. 

This formal statement confuses matters because in 
(1) it replaces the earlier expository phrase, ‘partially 
satisfy the criteria for belief’, with the simple word ‘be- 
lief’, and in (2 and (3) we have what according to 
Penelhum’s earlier comments are the jointly sufficient 
criteria for saying that the subject has accepted the 
Counter-belief. Thus what we now have is, in effect, the 
thesis that self-deception consists in believing what 
strong evidence shows to be so (by virtue of 2 and 3), 
and at the same time believing to the contrary (by 
virtue of 1). This reinstates, in slightly indirect lan- 
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guage, the very situation which Penelhum was con- 
cerned to avoid. 


Once again, we see that the problem has been defined 
in substantially the terms favoured by Demos—the 
co-existence in one person of two incompatible beliefs. 
Whether these are, as it were, ‘half-beliefs’, or whether 
one or both are irrational, does not change matters 
fundamentally. 

Let us attempt a strict application of Penelhum's 
formula, which is, after all, the most refined version 
of an approach basically favoured by the entire group 
of writers we have considered. Suppose we come across 
à person with a tendency to declare a certain belief and 
to show other persuasive signs of genuinely believing; 
furthermore he knows the decisive evidence against this 
belief, and he appreciates its import. Suppose now that 
We were to ask such a person if he believed the con- 
clusion to which he appreciates that the strong evidence 
points; and suppose he were to reply that he does be- 
lieve the conclusion to which that evidence points, but 
that he continues to believe the contrary as well. What 
would we say then? We would surely be puzzled. We 
might charge him with indecisiveness. He assures us he 
believes, not half-believes. We remain puzzled. Yet we 
would not say that he is evidently a self-deceiver. Pet 
haps he’s confused, or out of his mind, or doesn’t under 
stand the language well. Perhaps he’s something of 2 
divided personality’. It is not for us to struggle with 
this case further but to see that the present difficulty 
arises because he acknowledges holding the belief 
which is consistent with the evidence. Yet, according to 
Penelhum’s three criteria of self-deception, this man i$ 
a self-deceiver. i 


Clearly, Penelhum has omitted from his formula 2 
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further condition, namely, that the person who appreci- 
ates the import of the strong evidence nevertheless 
denies, with some evidence of sincerity, that he believes 
what we somehow know him to see the evidence 
proves. Or if he does not explicitly deny the belief, he 
must give the convincing impression that he would, 
given appropriate occasion, not only deny it but do so 
with a certain sincerity. 

I think it is also required that he deny, with a certain 
sincerity, not only the belief, but even that he sees the 
way the evidence points (though by the hypothesis he 
does see this). For, even were he to confess seeing 
where the evidence points and that it is decisive, and 
were he nevertheless to deny with a certain sincerity 
that he believes the conclusion to which it points, we 
would not necessarily consider him in self-deception. 
Such a case might merely present a puzzle to us. Or it 
could be the kind of case where a mother suddenly, but 
with complete and obvious reliability, is informed that 
her child has been killed. It takes her a while to absorb 
the shocking news—‘She knows it’s true, yet can’t be- 
lieve it, That is, she sees where t 
but is too shocked to have responded with her own 
affirmative belief. This could shade into self-deception 
with time. What would lead us towards the latter char- 
acterization would be the growing belief on our part 
that the truth is beginning to ‘seep in’, that having be- 
gun to assimilate the truth, she is now fighting, with 
a certain success, to deny the import of the evidence 
or its decisiveness; in short, she is trying to keep herself 
persuaded that what she knows in her heart to be true 
is really not true. Thus the self-deceiver must, with a 
certain sincerity, not only deny believing but also deny 
seeing that the conclusion is established by the evidence. 

The modification of Penelhum's formula to include 


he evidence points, 


‘ 
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denial of the belief to which the evidence points, and 
denial that the evidence is seen to point decisively to 
that conclusion, still omits the crucial element of pur- 
posefulness in the whole manoeuvre. A person is not 
a self-deceiver if, as a result of instructions by a hypno- 
tist, he affirms a belief with a certain sincerity and also 
denies, with a certain sincerity, that he sees the patently 
decisive evidence to the contrary to be decisive. Nor is 
he a self-deceiver if such comportment is the outcome 
of strictly neurological malfunction. He must not be 
merely intellectually indecisive or defective, or subject 
to such strong and stubborn habits that he acts in this 
inconsistent way because of long and firm commitment 
to a belief which is refuted by evidence which, perhaps, 
is just now and for the first time before him. The 
crucial element which is necessary—and which would 
exclude all these possibilities is the element of pur- 
posefulness. If our subject persuades himself to believe 
Contrary to the evidence in order to evade, somehow. 
the unpleasant truth to which he has already seen that 


the evidence points, then and only then is he clearly 4 
self-deceiver. 


Penelhum is no doubt the more susceptible to over- 


looking the element of purposefulness because he has 
correctly seen that motive is not of the essence of self- 
deception, though it is in practice an important factor 
in self-deception. Penelhum does not distinguish in his 
discussion between what we may call motive and pur 
Pose. It is correct to Say that, even if we assume nO 
Motive, we would call a person self-deceived if he pet 
Suaded himself to believe what in his heart he knows 
I$ not so. Normally we assume a motive for doing this: 
in most general terms we usually assume the person 
s Moyedito self-deception as a way of attempting tO 
evade distress, or as a way of attempting to maximize 
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satisfaction. Penelhum says, with a certain justice, that 
this is a question likely to be more of a psychological 
kind than a conceptual kind. What Penelhum does not 
see is that, whatever the motive for engaging in self- 
deception, or whether there be any motive at all, self- 
deception necessarily contains within itself, as we have 
seen, a certain purposefulness. This element of internal 
purposefulness is reflected in such phrases as ‘persuades 
himself to believe’, ‘makes it appear to himself’, ‘lies 
to himself’. It is what is lacking, for example, in the 
case of the person who carries on much like the self- 
deceiver but does so by virtue of hypnotic command. 

Up to this point I have concentrated on trying to 
show that, in their anxiety to resolve the supposed 
paradox in maintaining that a person holds two in- 
compatible beliefs, Demos, Siegler, Canfield and Gus- 
tafson, and Penelhum all fail to appreciate that the 
deep paradox of self-deception lies not in this at most 
mildly odd condition, but in the element of knowing, 
intentional ignorance. Another important theme is to 
be found in their proposals, however, and it deserves 
comment. It is to the effect that the belief affirmed ex- 
plicitly by a self-deceiver is contrary to the evidence. 
I propose to dwell briefly on this second theme in order 
to show that belief in the face of contrary evidence is 
not a necessary condition of self-deception. (That it is 
not a sufficient condition has been shown by my earlier 
examples of persons who hold such beliefs but are not 
in self-deception.) 

Imagine a person who jumps hastily to conclusions, 
whose beliefs and attitudes are formed not by careful 
attention to evidence but by bias, inclination, and 
sloppy thinking—a not uncommon type. Imagine 
further that, on the basis of fear and as an outcome of 
intellectual fuzziness, this person jumps to the con- 
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clusion that he has cancer. The evidence is not strong, 
but his belief is. It is not even that he thinks he has 
received evidence or argument; he is confessedly the 
‘intuitive’ type: He ‘just knows’ he has cancer. This 
belief causes him unbearable distress. In order to 
ameliorate his distress, he proceeds to try now to re- 
assure himself, to persuade himself that he does not 
have cancer, that he’s ‘the picture of health’. The 
twinge which, in his heart, he ‘knows’ to be the symp- 
tom of cancer, he half-convinces himself is ‘just a 
twinge’. We who observe him say: ‘Deep down in his 
heart he’s scared stiff of dying; he just knows he has 
cancer. But on the surface, that elaborate air of equani- 
mity, of supreme confidence is an attempt to reassure 
himself. And ina way he’s taken in by it himself.’ 

What counts in this case is not the strength of the 
evidence that he has cancer but the strength of his ori- 
ginal and unshakeable belief that he does. It is by no 
means rare, indeed it is common, for individuals tO 
arrive at deeply held, distressing beliefs on the basis 
of inadequate evidence—and it is not so rare that the 
person attempts then to persuade himself that what he 
takes to be so isn’t really so. Here the self-deception is 
Tooted in the opposition between the declared belief 
and the denied belief, not in the relation of either be- 
lief to the evidence. 
à The "two-belief" approach as a non-paradoxical basis 
= elucidating the meaning of self-deception allows 9 
several variants not yet considered. Since they have an 
initial plausibility, they merit brief review. This 
group of proposals rests on the assumption that the 
ae patible beliefs are not held at the very same 

The person w 


E ho shif i os- 
ing belief oe Shifts from one belief to the opp 


merely be indecisive or he may have 
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changed his mind for good reason. Perhaps, however, 
the person wishes to believe other than he does; he so 
arranges matters that he is subject to influences, over 
a period of time, which eventually lead him in fact to 
believe what he had originally disbelieved but had 
wanted to believe. Of course, for this to be plausible as 
an example of self-deception specifically, the influences 
must be such that he welcomes them even though he 
recognizes their inadequacy for warranting his change 
of belief. Thus, a person previously objective in evaluat- 
ing his capacities, now weary of life's strain takes to 
drinking heavily. He knows this will initially dull his 
sensibilities, eventually permanently undermine his 
capacities for self-evaluation. He does not care, indeed 
he cynically welcomes the expected respite. He knows 
he will mingle more and more with people who tell 
him what he would like to hear, and that less and less 
will he have the capacity to see through this. Even in 
such a case, I do not think we would say that such a 
person deceived himself. He has knowingly put him- 
self in a position where he can be deceived, but he is 
not deceiving himself. 

A different type of case in which one belief induces 
a later, incompatible belief is that of the over-ingenious 
swindler. He has laid out such a complicated and 
nefarious maze to confuse his victims that finally he 
himself is tangled in his own web. We might say that 
he has deceived himself. Yet evidently this is quite a 
different thing from the self-deception which we find 
On its face to be so paradoxical. This case presents no 
paradox, not even on its face. It is through failure to 
see the outcome, not design, that the swindler suc- 
cumbs, whereas in self-deception of the paradoxical 
kind, it is of the essence that the self-deceiver purpose- 
fully brings it about that he is deceived. The swindler 
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fails to achieve his aim; the self-deceiver succeeds. The 
swindler's failure does not involve loss of moral in- 
tegrity; the self-deceiver's success does. 

We may close this chapter by remarking some curious 
admissions at the end of several of the papers we have 
been considering. Siegler admits at the end of his paper 
that 'there may be other cases (than any of those he 
has mentioned) of reflexive deception expressions which 
reveal a more striking logical parallel to interpersonal 
deception expressions (p. 475). Canfield and Gustaf- 
son end their discussion by acknowledging (p. 35) that 
"we do find cases where, in some sense, the person 
"knows" what he believes and asserts to be false’, 
Where what is odd in such cases is that it would take 
drugs, or drink, or hypnotism, or psychoanalysis to get 
the person to admit what he knows—‘even to get him 
to admit it to himself’ (my italics). A closely related 
suggestion of Gustafson’s—made earlier by him writing 
jointly with McNally—is that in self-deception one of 
the two opposed beliefs is conscious and the other un- 
conscious. 

Such admissions inevitably raise once again funda- 
mental questions which these papers were designed to 
answer. How are we to understand reflexive deception 
expressions which do show a striking logical parallel 
to interpersonal deception expressions? What is this 
Odd kind of knowing such that drugs or psychoanalysis 
are needed before it can be expressed? How are We 
to understand the Freudian language of repression and 
the unconscious? The papers cited fail to give a satis- 
factory answer to these questions and curiously enough 
end by admitting it. It is to the task of answering these 
questions that we shall now proceed. I might merely add 
that in the course of that clarification, we shall not only 
account for the tendency to characterize self-deception 
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in terms of belief and knowledge, but we shall also 
account for forms of self-deception undiscussed by 
these writers, that is, self-deception regarding such mat- 
ters as one’s own attitudes and wishes, and one’s hopes 
and fears, as well as one’s beliefs. 


CHAPTER THREE 


TO SAY OR NOT TO SAY 


PaRADOXES arise in connection with self-deception 
When we characterize it primarily in terms of belief and 
knowledge, or in terms of ‘perception’ language such 
as ‘appear’ and ‘see’. It is via the ‘perception’ terms 
that a bridge is established between belief and know- 
ledge on the one hand, and such notions as *conscious- 
ness’ and ‘awareness’ on the other. We might initially 
and loosely call this entire collection the *cognition- 
perception' family—not meaning to establish a defini- 
tive classification but simply a broad suggestive one 
for contrast with another such ‘family’, the ‘volition- 
action’ family. Self-deception is readily and commonly 
described by use of varied combinations of terms from 
the ‘cognition-perception’ family. 

For example, it is quite natural to speak of the self- 
deceiver as one who doesn’t perceive his own fakery, 
Who can’t see through the smokescreen he himself puts 
up. We also say that in a way he sincerely believes the 
story he tells while ‘deep inside him’ he knows it is 
not true. He makes it appear to himself that something 
18 so. We say the self-deceiver is unaware of his own 
deception; and, in straight psychoanalytic language, We 
speak of his unconscious wishes and fantasies. Though 
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in general this is a bag of quite various words, their 
remarkable interchangeability in the context of self- 
deception justifies, in this context, our grouping them 
initially as a single family of terms. 

I do not propose that we eliminate the ‘cognition- 
perception’ family of terms from the analysis of self- 
deception. I do, however, propose a fundamental 
change of emphasis. This shift of emphasis I shall de- 
velop in two main stages. The first stage will consist 
In divorcing certain of the ‘cognition-perception’ terms 
from that family and showing, by reinterpretation, that 
they would be better treated for our purposes as mem- 
bers of the ‘volition-action’ family. The terms to be thus 
Split off are ‘conscious’ and the variants built on this 
root. This first stage will in turn transform the large 
context in which we view self-deception, and the second 
main stage of my analysis will consist in a fundamen- 
tally new, ‘volition-action’ account of self-deception. 
The argument in both stages consists not in some single 
demonstrative proof but in the constructive elabora- 
tion of my own point of view against the background 
of the failure of the approaches reviewed in the pre- 
ceding chapter and of the critical discussions im the 
later chapters of this book. 

Such terms as ‘know’, ‘be aware of’, and *be con- 
Scious of? are readily linked by the metaphor of see- 
'ng—the essentially passive registration and reflection 
to the *mind? of what the world presents to our eyes. 
There is probably little need to stress the close con- 
nection, historically, between such pairs as ‘know-see’, 
belief-appearance’. In recent times, philosophers have 
become suspicious of this passive, visual imagery in 


Connection with ‘know’ and ‘believe’. But no such sus- 


Picion has been cast upon the language and imagery 


Of Vision in connection with ‘consciousness’. 
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There is, of course, an element of the ‘active’ in 
vision—we turn our head and our eyes towards a scene. 
And we do capture some of this in the active verb 
‘look’, and in the use of ‘attention’, which is of course 
closely related to ‘conscious’. We ‘turn our attention 
towards’, and we ‘turn our eyes towards’. Yet for most 
of the very closely related, often interchangeable terms 
in the group—‘conscious’, ‘aware’, ‘attention’, ‘realize’, 
and ‘notice’—the everyday idiom stresses the passive. 
We ‘become conscious’, ‘become aware’, ‘lose con- 
sciousness of’, ‘become aware of". Realizing and notic- 
ing are expressed grammatically as transitive, but the 
idiom and imagery associated with them establish them 
as passive, as types of ‘reception-concepts’, as White 
calls them (p. 25). Finally we should note that con- 
Sciousness is usually thought of as a kind of seeing 
rather than looking; that is, we choose the passive ‘see 
rather than the active ‘look’. 

That we become conscious we take for granted as 
a fundamental given; but how this happens is a mystery 
to us, a mystery so philosophically frustrating as to have 
been at the centre of much of Western philosophy. The 
solutions proposed have been various. Yet none, so fat 
as I know, has systematically challenged the model, 
the language and imagery, in terms of which we char- 
acterize what it is to be or to become conscious Of 
something. I believe such a shift is possible and for 
Some purposes desirable. Just as we can characterize 
the ‘feeling’ of depression in terms of the imagery O 
heavy weight, or dark shadows, or degradedness an 
guilt, and yet be portraying the ‘feel’ of the very same 
feeling, so too we can portray our consciousness, 4$ 
Consciousness, in more than one way. And just as the 
Portrayal of depression in terms of the language an 
imagery of guilt is far more fertile, when we reflect 
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analytically upon the matter, than is the imagery of 
weight, so too, I believe, the model of consciousness 
which I propose will prove more fertile for philo- 
sophical analysis than is vision as a model of con- 
Sciousness. 

It is easy to see that vision should become the model 
for characterizing our being conscious of something. 
We are highly mobile creatures, and vision is our richest 
source of information for purposes of movement. 
Moreover, what we are conscious of—in our dealings 
with human beings and their artefacts—we are con- 
scious of in good part through what we literally see. 
When we are conscious of talking with a person, for 
example, an important and typical element in this is 
seeing him, observing his movements in relation to his 
surroundings and to us. Yet it is clear that not all con- 
sciousness requires a form of vision. We are conscious 
of sounds and smells. We may concentrate so intently 
on our thoughts that, even with eyes wide open, we are 
not conscious of seeing anything. It is plain that useful 
as visual imagery may be for some purposes 1n talking 
of consciousness, such imagery is not necessary in all 
talk of consciousness. 


Not only do I wish to propose a shift from visual 


imagery, but I also wish to shift from ‘passive’ imagery 
and language. White, in his remarks on "becoming 
aware of’ and ‘becoming conscious of’ makes a series 
of assertions which, taken individually and jointly, con- 
Stitutes precisely the sort of account of 'conscious' 
which I wish to challenge. It will shortly become 
evident that my own theses are not strictly the con- 
traries of what White affirms, especially since I am 
concerned very specifically with what I call ‘explicit 
consciousness’. Yet one could hardly get a better sense 
of the direction I propose than by initially contrasting 
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his view and mine. White says that becoming aware of 
and becoming conscious of 


. are not something we do. Despite what philosophers 
sometimes say, there is no such thing as an ‘act’ of aware- 
ness or consciousness. . . . We cannot resolve or refuse to 
do them, nor can we do them well or badly, systematically 
or haphazardly. .. . It makes no sense to ask someone why 
he became aware of or conscious of something. . . . (p. 39). 


We cannot be trained in or skilled at (‘becoming aware of 
or "becoming conscious of"). (p. 40). 


I propose that we turn now to a different model of 
explicit consciousness, that is, that we turn to a differ- 
ent but reasonably coherent set of imagery, metaphor, 
and idiom, in terms of which we shall portray what it 
is for us to be explicitly conscious of something. The 
sense of ‘explicitly conscious’ will become evident in 
the following discussion. The model I propose is one 
in which we are doers, active rather than passive. To 
be specific, the model I suggest is that of a skill. (Using 
such a model, it would follow, of course, that one ca" 
do some ‘such thing’ as resolve to become explicitly 
conscious of something, or refuse to become so, OF 
become so effectively or ineffectively, systematically OT 
haphazardly, for good reasons or bad; and it follows 
that One becomes explicitly conscious by virtue O 
learning, even training.) 

To become explicitly conscious of something is tO 
be exercising a certain skill. Skills, of course, are 
learned but need not be routinized. We are born with 
certain general capacities which we shape, by learn- 
ing, into specific skills, some of them being quite sens 
tive and artful. The specific skill I particularly have 
in mind as a model for becoming explicitly conscious 
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of something is the skill of saying what we are doing or 
experiencing. I propose, then, that we do not char- 
acterize consciousness as a kind of mental mirror, but as 
the exercise of the (learned) skill of ‘spelling-out’ some 
feature of the world as we are engaged in it. Like its 
model—language skill proper—this skill is ubiquitous 
among men, though in both cases the subtlety, the 
range, and the aptness of exercise of the skill varies 
markedly among individuals. 

I have purposefully chosen as the name of this skill a 
phrase, ‘spelling-out’, which could not in the context 
be taken literally but must be taken in something like 
its colloquial use. For I want a phrase which provides 
a vivid and apt idiom, but which does not too early or 
too literally commit us to any particular physiological 
or behavioural account of the conditions of exercise of 
the skill in question. I do not have any such account to 
give. l 

Colloquially, to spell something out is to make it 
explicit, to say it in a clearly and fully elaborated way, 
to make it perfectly apparent. Typical uses which I 
have in mind are: ‘He is so stupid you have to spell 
everything out for him’; ‘He let me know without actu- 
ally spelling it out’; and ‘you know perfectly well what 
I mean—do I have to spell it out for you?’ . 

Applied to *becoming conscious of something’, the 
phrase 'spelling-out may refer, but need not, to the 
actual and elaborate saying out loud, or writing down, 
of that which one is becoming conscious of. However, 
the phrase ‘spell-out’ is intended to suggest strongly an 
activity which has a close relation and analogy to lin- 
guistic activity. Sometimes—but by no means always— 
the ‘model’ activity (literally making something ex- 
Plicit in language) is also an instance of the skill (be- 
coming conscious) for which it serves as model. How- 
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ever it is clear that one often becomes explicitly con- 
scious of something, or, to use the phrase which I now 
propose to use synonomously, one often spells-out 
something, without any evident utterance, even to one- 
self, or with only allusive or cryptic ones. 

What the exact connection is between spelling-out 
and perfectly straightforward examples of linguistic 
activity, I do not know. I think there is always a close 
relation. The point of my speaking of a ‘model’ here 1s 
that I wish to avoid even attempting a definitive account. 
Iam frankly delineating large areas whose boundaries 
are ill-defined. This is in keeping with the nature of 
the main enterprise, which, as I said earlier, is to sketch 
a very different type of map rather than to refine the 
old one. 

My first thesis concerning spelling-out is funda- 
mental to ‘the new look’ at consciousness which I pro- 
pose. The thesis is that, generally speaking, the parti- 
cular features of an individual's engagement in the 
zona need not be, and usually are not spelled-out by 

im. 

In stating this first thesis, I speak of an ‘individual’s 
engagement in the world’. Since I shall use this phrase 
frequently, as a convenience rather than as a precise 
technical term, I had better say a few words about the 
phrase now. I use it in order to characterize, in most 
general terms, what someone does or what he under- 
8065 as a human subject; it is how an individual finds 


and/or takes the world, including himself. It is a mat- 


ter of the activities he engages in, the projects he takes 
on, the wa 


Y the world presents itself to him to be see 4 
heard, felt, enjoyed, feared, or otherwise ‘experience 
by him. It is logically necessary that it should be tyPF 
cal of our description of an individual's engageme? 
in the world that the description be cast in terms ° 
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such categories as aims, reasons, motives, attitudes and 
feelings, of understanding and ‘perception’ of the world 
and himself. What a person does not somehow take 
account of is not part of his engagement in the world, 
though it may have effects on the course of his en- 
gagements. Rather than stringing together uncom- 
pleted sequences like ‘an individual's conduct, aims, 
hopes, fears, perceptions, memories, etc., etc.’, I pro- 
pose *his engagement in the world' as shorthand. One 
might have said, ‘his world’. 

The immediately crucial point is that we are not in 
general explicitly conscious of our engagements in the 
world. Or, to put the matter more positively, for an 
individual to become explicitly conscious of something 
is for him to spell-out some engagement of his; he does 
this either by spelling it out in general terms (‘I am 
racing in a sailing contest’), or by spelling out some 
revelatory feature of the engagement (Tm losing, my 
competitor’s boat is about to pass me’). However it is 
not necessary to be spelling-out an engagement in order 
to be so engaged. It must be already evident that, among 
the various ways in which ‘conscious’ is used, I have 
selected one in which it is a very close cousin to ‘ex- 
plicitly aware’, ‘attending explicitly to’. Further com- 
ment on this point will be necessary shortly. 

With exceptions (such as the performatives), there is 
always some special reason, over and above the simple 
fact of being engaged in some specific way, for taking 
the additional step of spelling-out this engagement. To 
refer to our model: We are not always saying all that 
we are doing; we could not. Therefore we are selective 
in what we say, but not arbitrarily so. The same holds 
true, mutatis mutandis, for spelling-out. When I ride a 
bicycle, drive a car, form and utter sentences in English, 
dress myself, play the violin, sit down in a chair, walk, 
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handle my body, I usually exercise these skills well, at 
times with art; yet most of the time I do not spell-out, 
not even to myself, what I am doing. Of course nor- 
mally I can, and upon occasion I will, spell-out my en- 
gagement to myself or to others, for example, that I am 
playing the violin, or, more specifically, that I am 
lowering the first finger of my left hand to the E string. 
When I do spell this out, it may aid or it may hinder 
the performance, but in any case there will be some 
special reason for spelling it out, e.g., I have heard my- 
self playing a wrong note, or my finger is sore. 

The point I wish to emphasize is not novel in sub- 
stance, but we do not think of it, or not enough, and 
so we fail to appreciate its import. Rather than taking 
explicit consciousness for granted, we must come to 
take its absence for granted; we must see explicit con- 
sciousness as the further exercise of a specific skill for 
special reason. 

Once we appreciate that we must have special reason 
for spelling-out, we realize that the skill of spelling- 
out must be larger in scope than the mere capacity to 
perform spelling-out. Exercise of the skill requires 
sizing up the situation in order to assess whether there 
1s adequate reason for spelling-out the engagement. An 
the corollary of this is that in exercising the skill we are 
also assessing the situation to see whether there is 
reason not to spell-out the engagement. Where it hap- 
pens that there are both reasons for spelling-out an 
reasons for not spelling-out the very same thing, these 
are presumably weighed against one another by the 
individual. Whether or not he spells-out the matter 17 
question, or exactly how he does so if he does spell it 
Out, will depend not only on his assessment but also 
upon his ingenuity in adapting to the conflicting con 
siderations. AT] this is no more than we allow to be 
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the case with complex skills generally. Skill in driving 
a car is not merely the ability to perform certain move- 
ments; it is also the ability to assess the possibly con- 
flicting considerations in a situation in order to settle 
which movements to perform, when to do so, and pre- 
cisely how. Skill in speech calls for assessing just when 
to speak, when not to speak, how to speak, what to 
say. Skill in spelling-out requires analogous assess- 
ments. 

We must now remark that the exercise on a parti- 
cular occasion of our spelling-out skill is itself a way 
of being engaged in the world; it is something we do. 
Therefore our first general principle applies to it: 
spelling-out is an activity which is not itself spelled-out 
except when there is special reason to do so. Generally 
We do not have good reason to spell-out the exercise 
of the skill of spelling-out. However there may on 
Occasion be good reason. I might, for example, spell-out 
my finger placement while playing the violin and also 
Spell-out that I am spelling-out finger placement. The 
Occasion might be one in which I am so distractingly 
Conscious of my finger placement as to lead me to be- 
come explicitly conscious that I am distractingly con- 
Scious of it. 


Now let us imagine the contrasting. 
We come to the case of most direct interest for self- 


deception. This is the situation in which there is over- 
riding reason not to spell-out some engagement, where 
We skilfully take account of this and systematically 
avoid spelling-out the engagement, and where, in turn, 
We refrain from spelling-out this exercise of our skill 
1n spelling-out. In other words, we avoid becoming ex- 
Plicitly conscious of our engagement, and we avoid 
becoming explicitly conscious that we are avoiding it. 
It is this case which will take us our first major step 


case—and here 
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into the region of self-deception, of the Freudian un- 
conscious, of Sartrian Bad Faith, and of other variants 
on our main theme. 

At this point we may profit from pausing, slightly 
retracing our steps, and filling in a bit more of the de- 
tail of what we have so broadly and quickly sketched. 
I would like first to expand a bit upon the theme of 
consciousness as a skill. We would do well to recall 
the child's inability to focus his consciousness, to spell- 
out what is relevant and needed. Children tend to be 
too readily distracted or too single-minded in the focus 
of their attention. They have not yet learned the skill 
of turning their attention to the right things at the 
right times. On the other hand, an adult's feeling for 
singling out what is relevant and needs to be spelled- 
out may be exceptionally sure and subtle; this is an a 
Portant part of what we mean when we call him ‘wise’. 
For most of us most of the time, however, our skill in 
making ourselves conscious of one or another feature 
of our existence is like our skill in walking or talking; 
these are skills we all learned moderately well at an 
early age. We have by now largely forgotten our 
Struggles, forgotten that we had to learn these skills. 
Ve have taken them for granted, except on those occa- 
sions when perhaps we said to ourselves, ‘I must learn 
to walk straighter’, ‘I really should practise speaking 
more distinctly’; ‘I must learn to concentrate’ 

Although the adult can explicitly and systematically 
Continue to cultivate his skill in spelling-out, this has 
not been a traditional concern in the Western world. 
except among practitioners of religious meditational 
disciplines. In Asia and Asia Minor, however, the com- 
Plex doctrines of Consciousness associated with medi- 
tational practice embody millenia of experience in the 
cultivation of this skill, In the contemporary Western 
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word, psychoanalytic ‘free association? may be thought 
of as a special spelling-out technique. More indirectly, 
we also develop certain aspects of our skill in spelling- 
out when we cultivate, for example, ‘esthetic apprecia- 
tion’, or ‘better study habits’. 

Though considerations such as the preceding sup- 
port the view that there is an important element of 
skill associated with consciousness, not all skills associ- 
ated with consciousness are those of spelling-out, for 
not all consciousness is explicit consciousness. A few 
further comments are now in order concerning the 
meaning of ‘explicit consciousness’ as contrasted with 
the many other things to which we may refer when we 
use the word ‘conscious’ or its grammatical variants 
‘consciousness’, ‘unconscious’, etc.). The word is noted 
for its variety of uses. To spell-out, I have said, is to 
be explicitly aware of; it is to pay conscious attention 
to. We might speak of this as the ‘strongest’ sense of 
‘conscious’. By contrast, there is the ‘weaker’ sense of 
‘conscious’ in: ‘Though struck a heavy blow, he re- 
mained fully conscious’; or ‘he lost consciousness’. 
Also contrasting with spelling-out is another ‘weaker’ 
Sense of ‘conscious’ in: ‘Are you conscious that you 
are shuffling the cards?’ “Yes, of course, I’m perfectly 
conscious that I’m doing it, but that hasn’t distracted 
me from what you are saying; I’m paying attention 
Only to what you say and nothing else enters my 
mind.’ 

The conditions which are necessary or sufficient for 
the use of ‘conscious’ in these and other ‘weaker’ 
senses form complex, not well defined, and obscurely 
understood sets. Our present concern, however, is 
simply to isolate the chief characteristic which marks 
Out what I have called the ‘strong’ sense from any of 
the ‘weaker’ ones. My proposal is that we can profit- 
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ably distinguish the ‘strong’ from all other uses of 
‘conscious’ by seeing the former essentially as the exer- 
cise of our skill in making explicit, in linguistic or 
closely related form, that which we are said to become 
conscious of in this ‘strong’ sense. A distinctive char- 
acteristic of consciousness in some of the ‘weaker 
senses of the word is that though we are not doing so 
we are readily able to spell-out features of our engage- 
ment when appropriate. To become conscious in the 
‘strong’ sense of ‘conscious’, however, is to be actually 
engaged in spelling-out that which one is conscious of. 

It is important to note that the model of spelling- 
out is the explicit expression of an engagement 1n 
language; not any use at all of language will do. We 
may be understanding another person’s speech, but 
we are not necessarily spelling-out while understanding 
him. Nor are we necessarily spelling-out as we ourselves 
act purposively and skilfully in response to what he 
has said. Yet in both cases, though we ourselves do not 
speak, we are using language. A person involved in 
a philosophical discussion, for example, may respond 
to a remark having ad hominem overtones by resorting 
to ingenious, covert debating tactics designed to Te 
establish his self-esteem; yet he may not be explicitly 
Conscious that he had understood this feature of his 
Opponent’s attack and is responding to it. Moreover it 
1S generally admitted that regardless of whether there 
'S Speech, writing, or other overt use of language at 
à particular moment, the forms of human existence 
have their Source so profoundly in language that à 
practical understanding of language—even though it 
be tacit—is of the essence whenever we are engaged 
as human beings, 

Furthermore, not evi 


ery instance of overt language 
use w 


hich appears on its face to be an instance Of 
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spelling-out is really such. For example, an actor play- 
ing a role is not spelling-out (at least not publicly) 
though he may be acting as one who is publicly 
spelling-out. We do have ways which are generally but 
not always reliable for judging when a person is pre- 
tending to spell-out and when he is actually doing so. 
We are most likely to be deceived when the person is 
self-deceived or is an exceptionally good actor and in- 
tends to deceive us. Even then, there are often ways 
of detecting the genuine article. We shall discuss some 
of these later. 

To say that spelling-out is expression of one's en- 
gagement is to say that spelling-out is an activity which 
only the agent can do for himself. The observer can 
describe another person's engagement, but in doing so 
the observer is explicitly telling us the way he appre- 
hends the other person's engagement. That is, the 
Observer is in effect spelling-out his own engagement 
in the world, the world as he sees it. (The actor giving 
the same ‘description’ as lines to be delivered in his 
assigned role is not spelling-out at all.) 

In general, the person in self-deception is a person 
of whom it is a patent characteristic that even when 
normally appropriate he persistently avoids spelling-out 
some feature of his engagement in the world. Some- 
times we see this as an ‘inability’ to spell-out: The 
self-deceiver is ‘unable’ to admit the truth to himself 
(even though he knows in his heart it's so). There is a 
kind of genuineness to his ‘ignoring’; it is not simple 
hypocrisy, or lying, or duping of others. Yet we also 
feel that in some sense, he could admit the truth if only 
he would. I believe we can now throw some light on 
this paradoxical ‘wilful ignorance’, as Murphy, fol- 


lowing Kierkegaard, calls it. 
This inability to spell-out is not a lack of skill or 
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strength; it is the adherence to a policy (tacitly) adopted. 
‘He cannot admit it, cannot let himself become con- 
scious of it,’ here means ‘He will not’; but the ‘will not 
refers to a general policy commitment and not an ad hoc 
decision not to spell it out. There is a parallel to: ‘It’s 
not that I won't come with you, but that I can’t because 
I promised Smith I’d go with him.’ The can’t of self- 
deception is markedly different in one respect from the 
‘can’t’ of the man who promised. The promiser can’t say 
yes, but he can say that he is committed not to say yes. 
The self-deceiver, however, is committed to say nothing 
on either score. Hence (1) he says nothing (does not 
Spel-out the truth); (2) he gives us the impression 
that, ‘in some sense’, he could if he would; but (3) 
he also gives us the impression that he has somehow 
rendered himself incapable of doing it. 

Why is it that the self-deceiver commits himself to 
avoid spelling-out his commitment, i.e., his assessment 
of the situation and his consequent ‘policy’ not to 
Spell-out the truth? It is not merely because we do not 
im general spell-out the exercise of a skill. More im- 
portant, the original reasons for refusing to spell-out 
the truth will also Serve as reasons against spelling-out 
the prior assessment and commitment not to spell- 
out the truth. For to spell-out the assessment and the 
Policy adopted would, of course, require spelling-out 
the engagement at issue, the very engagement the self- 
deceiver has committed himself not to spell-out. By the 
hypothesis, he has decisive reasons for his commit- 
ment not to spell this engagement out. Thus the reasons 
against spelling-out the exercise of the skill in this case 
will in general be the same reasons, and just as 
strong reasons, as those against spelling-out the 
engagement. 


For example: I find there is strong and prepondet- 
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ant reason for not spelling-out—even to myself that 
I have been a failure in realizing a certain ambition. 
Consequently I adopt the policy of not spelling this out. 
What is more, this policy obligates me as well not to 
Spell-out my having made such an assessment of the 
Situation and my having adopted this tactic. For, 
obviously, to spell-out my assessment would be to spell- 
out that I consider myself a failure, and that there are 
reasons for not admitting this even to myself, and that 
these reasons are. . . . And to spellout the policy 
adopted as a result of the assessment would also be to 
Spell-out the fact that, though I have been a failure, 
my policy now is not to spell this out even to myself. 
In either case—whether I spell-out the assessment 
or the policy—it would amount to a clear abandon- 
ment of the would-be policy. . 

Thus the adoption of the policy of not spelling-out 
an engagement is a ‘self-covering’ policy. To adopt it 
is, perforce, never to make it explicit, to ‘hide’ it It 
is in this way notably different from not spelling some- 
thing out on a particular occasion merely for lack of 
adequate reason to do so. This is common, of course. 
Since there is no enduring commitment not to spell- 
Out the matter in question, we are ready to do so on any 
Occasion if given reason to do so. We are also able to 
Spell-out that we have spelled it out, ie. to become 
Conscious of our consciousness of something. 

In general, a predictable initial result of such an 
automatically ‘self-covering’ policy will be that in 
the course of the normal occasional spelling-out of 
One's engagements in the world, there will be ‘breaks’ or 
8aps as one comes near the ‘hidden’ area in question: 
Certain memories, perceptions, desires, actions—any 
of which would in general be readily spelled-out on 
Occasion—now are not spelled-out, even when the 
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occasion would otherwise be appropriate. And what 
adds to the potentiality of this situation for being puzz- 
ling and bothersome is that, as required by this policy. 
the reasons for the policy and the very fact that one 
has such a policy are also not spelled-out. 

A self-covering policy of this kind tends to generate a 
more or less elaborate ‘cover-story’. For a natural con- 
sequence is the protective attempt on the part of the 
person to use elements of the skill he has developed 
in spelling-out as inventively as possible in order to fill 
in plausibly the gaps created by his self-covering policy. 
He will try to do this in a way which renders the 
‘story’ as internally consistent and natural as possible. 
and as closely conforming as possible to the evident 
facts. Out of this protective tactic emerge the masks, 
disguises, rationalizations and superficialities of self- 
deception in all its forms. If the discrepancy increases; 
and in any case whenever new inconsistencies between 
actual engagements and cover-story arise, the individual 
Is moved to ever continuing effort and ingenuity to 
elaborate his Story and to protect its plausibility. He 
may easily have the air of one who is trying to persuade 
himself and others, There is reason, of course, for 
doing all this, but he will not make it explicit to others 
or to himself. 

The discrepancy between the way the self-deceiver 
has engaged himself in the world, and the declarations 
he makes to himself and others concerning his engage 
ments, leads us to the question of sincerity. It is evident 
that an important element in the paradox of self- 
deception is the impression of sincerity that the observer 
gets when he attends to the self-deceiver's public de- 
Clarations. Were the mother merely to say that she 
believes her son to be a fine boy in spite of the massive 
case for his being a scoundrel, we would discount this 
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as an understandable though perhaps futile attempt to 
deceive us. We are more puzzled, however, when we 
get the impression, and finally are convinced, that she 
is both sincere in what she says and at the same time 
insincere. 

Though the distinction between merely saying and 
sincerely saying is frequently invoked in philosophical 
discussions of language, it is rarely discussed. The dis- 
tinction between being sincere and being insincere has 
also played a certain role, in one form or another, in 
contemporary Continental philosophy; but there is 
little attempt in these discussions to avoid paradox. We 
are now in a position, however, to make some non- 
paradoxical comments on the nature of sincerity. 

The paradox of the self-deceiver’s ‘insincere sin- 
Cerity' is generated by an ambiguity in the notion of 
sincerity. The ambiguity is readily specified now that 
we have interpreted *becoming explicitly conscious of’ 
as spelling-out. "M 

We should note at once that the ascription of sincerity 
does not always require that the person's comportment 
conform with his sincere explicit declarations about 
his comportment. Usage varies here, though we com- 
monly make our point clear by ascribing sincerity and 
then adding qualifying comment and allusion to the 
context. For example, we are willing to ascribe sin- 
cerity in certain cases of patent irresponsibility. Thus: 
"Mr. Jones’ promises mean nothing; he’s quite sincere 
and means them at the moment of making them, but he 
is too thoughtless and too free with them; he is utterly 
unreliable.’ Or: ‘Jones loudly declares his loyalty on 
every possible occasion: and he is sincere when he does 
so; but it is simply a case of being swept up by emotion. 
He is quite undependable.’ In such cases, as in self- 
deception, we are prone to comment that, ‘It is a shal- 
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low (or superficial sincerity.’ Nevertheless, it is 
sincerity. 

It is true that everyday usage allows such cases of 
‘surface’ sincerity as these to be called self-deception. 
And insofar as we shall have elucidated this kind of 
sincerity-insincerity we shall have elucidated a kind of 
self-deception. Yet this is not in itself an intentional 
deceiving of oneself but is the mistake of taking the 
intensity of one’s feeling as a guide to expressing the 
durability of one’s commitment. We are mainly gon" 
cerned with the more complex kind of self-deception, 
Which is intentional, purposeful. In any case, my main 
Concern at the moment is to bring out that we do pe 
a typical use of ‘sincere’ in which the ascription © 
sincerity is not intended to imply that what a persen 
tells us about his engagement conforms to the actua 
nature of his engagement. ; 

, What we do always mean to imply when we ascribi 
Sincerity is a conformity between what the individua 
tells us and what he tells himself. t 

The ambiguity of ‘sincerity’ has its source in the pe 
that several different, independent, criteria for ascribing 
sincerity are usually in fact jointly fulfilled. We there 
fore are not clearly aware that the criteria are seere 
and that they may not be jointly fulfilled. We ar 
taken aback when, on occasion, only some E 
not all are fulfilled. We are then of two min 3 
Whether to ascribe Sincerity or not. The d 
teristic criteria for sincerity pertain to the conformity he 
non-conformity of what the person tells others, what 
tells himself and how he really takes things to be; pr 
Where there are discrepancies, the reason for the e 
crepancy and nature of the discrepancy both becom 
diagnostic, More formally, the criteria are: MER 

(D It is not the case that there is an intention? 
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difference in the way the individual spells his engage- 
ment out to others and the way he spells it out to him- 
self; 

(2) The way he spells the engagement out to himself 
reflects the engagement correctly and aptly. 

(3) He has not been unintentionally wrong in the way 
he came to express the engagement. 

If (1) does not hold, the person is not sincere. 
(Roughly: He doesn't intend to give us the story as he 
gives it to himself.) If (1) does not hold but (2) does, 
we have ordinary lies, deceit, trickery. (Roughly: He 
tells himself the truth as he sees it, but he doesn't intend 
to tell things to us that way.) If (1) and (2) hold, but 
not (3), we have the ‘shallow’ sincerity of the irres- 
ponsibly erratic or impetuous person. (Roughly: He 
means to tell both us and himself the way things are, 
but he is unskilful in expressing matters.) If both (1) and 
(3) hold, then we normally characterize the person as 
sincere—since it is normally the case that (2) also holds. 
To say that (2) normally holds is, in effect, to say that 
normally a person tells himself the truth about his en- 
gagement. 

The odd, but not so rare, case comes when (2) does 
not hold but (1) and (3) do: The person spells things 
out to others just as he does to himself, and he is un- 
intentionally wrong in the way he spells things out to 
himself. Nevertheless he does not spell them out to 
himself as they are. Since he gives himself the very 
same story he gives us, we initially characterize him 
as sincere. Yet the more we observe him, the more we 
are convinced that something is abnormal, unusual, 
wrong: we come to see that the story he is telling both 
himself and us is not unintentionally wrong but pur- 
posely wrong. We now ascribe to him a peculiar, 
‘deeper’ insincerity. Or we may say that ‘in a way he 
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believes what he says, and yet it’s not genuine; he’s 
fooling even himself. We are puzzled by this because 
we have failed to think of explicit consciousness as a 
form of telling something. Thus we have failed to 
appreciate the consequences of the banal truth that 
what a person tells himself is highly selective, highly 
purposeful, namely, that he may at times purposely 
tell himself what is not so. The more we do appreciate 
that (2) does not hold in a particular case, the more we 
see the person as a deceiver. The more we overlook it 
and concentrate our attention on the fact that (1) does 
hold, the more fervently we insist on his sincerity. 

The picture is complicated, as noted earlier, by the 
Consequences of our tending to take seriously what we 
tell ourselves. (Just why we should take seriously what 

We tell ourselves is an important question, whose 
answer is not obvious. We shall take up this question 

t length in the chapter which follows.) The con- 
Sequences are that in such cases we try to conform our 
subsequent conduct and our subsequent overt com- 
ments to this purposely defective version of matters. 
Thus the whole picture becomes increasingly complex. 
and the observer as well as the agent—often must 
look long and carefully before being able, if ever, to 
disentangle the threads of the web. 

_ A useful device for bringing out some of the distinc- 
tions I have been making is to consider a case where 
there is some ambiguity regardin g whether the person 1n 
question is self-deceived or is a cynical, i.e., quite fully 
self-conscious, hypocrite. The questions we then raise 
1n our effort to resolve the ambiguity bring out the force 
of the viewpoint I have been presenting. Such a case 
is that of Arsinoé, in Le Misanthrope. (We could hardly 
do better than to begin with an illustration by Molière, 
One of the earliest self-conscious masters at depict- 
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ing hypocrisy, self-deception, sham, and asininity.) 

Arsinoé prudishly and incessantly preaches virtue 
and chastity. Yet in fact, as the flirtatious Célimène 
reminds some mutual acquaintances, Arsinoé is merely 
unsuccessful in attracting men, jealous of Célimène, 
and in particular is bent upon robbing Célimène of her 
lover, Alceste. The portrait is confirmed when Arsinoé 
shortly arrives on stage. Under the guise of giving advice 
out of friendly zeal for Célimène, she vividly recounts 
to the latter the details of the current scandalous talk 
about her, thus launching obliquely but effectively a 
series of scathing insults against Célimène. Arsinoé later 
makes the same point to Alceste, joining to her vir- 
tuous narrative an eagerness to console Alceste which 
confirms Célimène’s diagnosis. 

Is Arsinoé cynically hypocritical in speaking as she 
does and in carrying on as she does? Or is she blind to 
her own falseness? : 

It is clear that Arsinoé is engaged in a systematic 
and rather skilfully realized attempt to wound Céli- 
méne. In her lengthy speeches, as in her other actions, 
She perceptively takes into account what will hurt 
Céliméne, consistently prefers it, skilfully employs tac- 
tics to achieve it, and yet throughout frames her every 
move in the form of virtuous advice from a zealous 
friend. AII this hangs together too well to be judged 
a mere coincidence, or an inconsistency rooted in error, 
confusion, or misperformance on her part. We feel 
the force of ‘She is jealous and envious of Céliméne, 
aims to hurt her and win Alceste from her, and knows 
what she's doing.’ This much is essential to our judg- 
ment that Arsinoé is either cynically hypocritical or self- 
deceived. 

If Arsinoé were to confide in some other person and 
admit that everything Céliméne says is true, that her 
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own prudery and friendliness are a facade designed 
to deceive Céliméne and the others, there would be no 
problem. We would consider her a cynical hypocrite. 

Suppose, however, that Arsinoé confides nothing of 
the sort to anyone (which is in fact the case). We might 
then look for other signs that s/ie in any case is fully 
aware of it, that she acknowledges it at least to herself. 
If we found none, if we found signs, instead, that she 
believes what she says, that she is sincere, we should 
then have a case of self-deception. 

Let us for a moment try to imagine as concretely 
as we can how we might determine that Arsinoé ac- 
knowledges to herself that she is engaged in an attempt 
to wound Céliméne and to steal her lover. The dramatist 
has conventional devices he can use: Arsinoé might 
be left alone on Stage and might engage in a soliloquy- 
This is the very model of spelling-out. In general we 
must imagine Arsinoé communing with herself in 
private, Tuminating and reasoning as to how best to 
Pursue her jealous aims undetected. We must picture 
her as not just being filled with hate but realizing she 
is, reflecting upon it, expressing explicitly to herse 
her project as destructive, as hate motivated, a5 4 
Jealous one. We can express this by saying she must 
not only be jealous but must know she is, not only 
hate Célimene but know she hates her. ‘Know’ here has 
the force of 'express to herself explicitly'—or, as 
have been saying, ‘spell-out’. 

If we could not convincingly picture her in the man- 
ner described, or even more, if we were Gg. 
Somehow that such a picture was untrue, we would no 
characterize her a cynical hypocrite. We would ne 
think of her as one who ‘in a way’ does not know wha 
she is doing but believes what she says. Yet the integr ity 
of her complex and ingenious conduct will not allow 
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us to think that this ‘in a way’ connotes mere ignorance 
or thoughtlessness. We cannot believe that her not 
spelling-out her jealousy and hate is merely a failure 
to reflect which is unmotivated or non-specific to this 
project, a failure which derives, perhaps, from traits 
such as generalized intellectual laziness or incapacity. 
We cannot here escape the force of ‘she knows what 
she’s doing’, because of the ingenuity and evidently 
purposeful interrelatedness of the conduct involved; 
yet we cannot escape the force of ‘in a way she’s 
sincere and believes what she says’. The decisive differ- 
ence in the two pictures—whether or not she spells- 
Out her project to herself—is diagnostic for self- 
deception. 

How would we come to be legitimately convinced of 
the truth of one or the other picture? There is, of 
course, no single or simple answer. We might note that 
in other situations judged appropriately similar to this 
one, Arsinoé has at some point openly avowed such 
tactics. She might at some particular point in her attacks 
on Céliméne drop the role of prude, at least for a 
moment, and explicitly express her enterprise in dup- 
licity. This might be in the moment of triumph or defeat, 
or in response to challenge or questioning, but it would 
come out not as an exclamation having novelty for her 
but as one which expressed aloud what apparently had 
already been said to herself in silence. Or a situation 
might develop in which it would be, from Arsinoé's 
standpoint, highly profitable to abandon the facade for 
a time; if she then did so with no signs of surprise or 
reaction to novelty at hearing herself acknowledging the 
envious project as hers, we would tend to infer that 
What she was saying to us she had already said to 
herself. If she expresses herself on such an occasion 
in well chosen words rather than in an evidentlv 
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impromptu, even incoherent, groping fashion, we may 
infer she had already reflected explicitly on these 
matters. 

We also look for signs of emotion associated with the 
spelling-out when it finally occurs publicly; this must 
be emotion over spelling-out what she does, as dis- 
tinguished from the emotion expressed in the words, 
or from the emotion associated with anticipation of the 
consequences of having said them. If Arsinoé were à 
cynical hypocrite, she might yet show emotion if, for 
example, in her final defeat, she spelled-out her hatred. 
But we would judge that the emotion is the hatred 
expressed in the words, and also, perhaps, that the 
emotion includes fear and rage over the anticipated 
consequences of her uncontrollable outburst. But if she 
Were a self-deceiver, the matter would be otherwise. 
Her words might express rage, and might show anxiety 
for the consequences. But the specific evidence We 
Would look for, if ever she did spell-out her jealousy 
in our presence, would be that an important part of the 
emotion appears to be over the fact that she is express 
ing these feelings as hers, i.e., it would be shock that this 
should be the proper characterization of her feelings 
and her aims. 

In the case of Arsinoé, as actually presented. bY 
Molière, we do not know for sure whether she is 4 
cynical hypocrite or a self-deceiver, and we can now 
Say with some precision why this is so. Moliére denies 
us the crucial test situations: she never in any Way 
Spells-out her jealous feelings and competitive aims 
with regard to Céliméne or anyone else; hence we ca? 
never see how she would do this. Yet we cannot be 
sure she has not spelled-out her feelings and her aims; 
the actress can influence us here by indirect suggestion 
which leads us to guess one way or the other. 
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In O’Neill’s The Iceman Cometh we find a number 
of instances where such crucial test situations are pre- 
sented, and we then feel at once that we can make a 
definitive judgment. The climactic scene in the play, 
for example, presents the protagonist, Hickey, relating 
to his drinking companions his self-justifying account 
of how he killed his wife. He has been a travelling 
salesman away from home for long stretches, an un- 
reliable husband, a heavy drinker, a gambler; he has 
caused his faithful wife many years of misery. Her con- 
stant pleas are met by his frequent but totally unreliable 
promises to change his mode of life. He concludes (T 
omit several interspersed stage-directions and com- 
ments by his on-stage audience): 


That last night I'd driven myself crazy trying to figure some 
way out for her. I went in the bedroom. I was going to tell 
her it was the end. But I couldn’t do that to her. She was 
sound asleep. I thought, God, if she’d only never wake 
up, she’d never know! And then it came to me—the only 
possible way out, for her sake. I remembered Td given 
her a gun for protection while I was away and it was in 
the bureau drawer. She'd never feel any pain, never wake 
up from her dream. So I— 


So I killed her. (There is a moment of dead silence.) 


And then I saw I'd always known that was the only pos- 
Sible way to give her peace and free her from the misery 
of loving me. I saw it meant peace for me, too, knowing 
She was at peace. I felt as though a ton of guilt was lifted oft 
my mind. I remember I stood by the bed and suddenly 
I had to laugh. I couldn't help it, and I knew Evelyn 
would forgive me. I remember I heard myself speaking 
to her, as if it was something I'd always wanted to say: 
*Well, you know what you can do with your pipe dream 
now, you damned bitch.’ (He stops with a horrified start, 
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as if shocked out of a nightmare, as if he couldn't believe he 

heard what he had just said. He stammers) No! I never—! 
(pp. 240-2) 


Hickey's surprise and shock at his having expressed 
himself in this way reveals sharply that he was in self- 
deception. His performance is in perfect contrast to the 
completely elegant and self-conscious statement made 
by Jean-Baptiste Clemence at the end of Camus’ The 
Fall. Throughout the book, Jean-Baptiste has been 
engaged in confessing the sin of total egoism which 
used to be his even while, thoroughly self-deceived, he 
bad thought himself a model of the virtues. In this 
book-length monologue, he confesses his old egoism 
and self-deception brilliantly, with style, wit, insight, 
a sense of the dramatic, and—apparently unwittingly— 
with numerous apercus which illuminate the reader’s 
inner life. His audience cannot but stand silent, fas- 
Cinated, admiring and delightfully repelled, dominated 
by this tour de force—and guiltily exposed by it. As 
this effect grows, one Suspects it is proof that Jean- 
Baptiste is still self-deceived, that the brilliant effect 
IS intended to Satisfy an unconfessed egoism which 
Tauains as great as ever. But at the end of the book, 
Jean-Baptiste explains his mysterious new ‘profession’, 
to which he has alluded a number of times. It turns 
Out he knew quite well what he was doing. 
So I have been Practising my useful profession at Mexico 
City for Some time. It Consists to begin with, as you know 
rom experience, in indulging in public confession as often 
ae dag I accuse myself up and down. It’s not hard. 
dus n have acquired a memory. But let me point out 
I fira. Pes myself crudely, beating my breast. No 
oo—in short e multiplying distinctions and digression; 

im to “Pt my words to my listener and lea 
89 me one better. Į mingle what concerns me and 
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what concerns others. I choose the features we have in 
common, the experiences we have endured together, the 
failings we share—good form, in other words, the man of 
the hour as he is rife in men and in others. With all that I 


construct a portrait which is the image of all and of no 
one. A mask, in short, rather like those carnival masks 


which are both lifelike and stylized, so that they make 
people say: ‘Why, surely I've met him!’ When the portrait 
is finished, as it is this evening, I show it with great sorrow: 
‘This, alas, is what I am!’ The prosecutor's charge is 
finished. But at the same time the portrait I hold out to 
my contemporaries becomes a mirror. (pp. 139-40) 


The elegance and sophistication of this statement 
can leave no doubt in one's mind that this is not 
the first time he has spelled-out his project. He is an 
ex-self-deceiver who at last acknowledged his egoistic 
aims—and whose self-reproaches, far from leading to 
self-reformation, become by a brilliant volte face the 
supreme medium of expression for his now fully con- 
Scious egoism. (Of course deeper ambiguities, which 
it is not our concern to examine here, lie in the fact 
that Camus’ Jean-Baptiste intended all along to con- 
fess his deception, this being the final stroke in bring- 
ing his audience to confess as well.) 

Let us now review in summary but systematic form 
the upshot of the various discussions in this and in the 
preceding chapter. A brief review will help re-establish 
the large perspective, and it will serve to raise certain 
fundamental questions which are the focus of interest 
in the following chapter. 

We reject for purposes of analysis the emphasis on 
belief and knowledge in such formulations as: the self- 
deceiver both believes and disbelieves, or, he believes 
one thing but knows otherwise, or, he believes when he 
ought to know better, or, he fulfills some (unspecified) 
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criteria of belief even though he fully appreciates the 
decisively contrary evidence. Instead, we begin by 
focussing our attention on the notion of consciousness, 
and in particular that of being explicitly conscious of 
something; we then interpret this consciousness as the 
exercise of the skill of expressing our engagement ex- 
plicitly in language(-like) form. We then state that the 
self-deceiver is one whose life-situation is such that, 
on the basis of his tacit assessment of his situation, 
he finds there is overriding reason for adopting a policy 
of not Spelling-out so; 
As with any reasonably well developed skill, so in this 
acit assessment: he does 
matter in question; and, 
he is further obliged not to 
r the policy. The consequence 
Observed as one who is in fact 
a certain way, such as carrying 
aign against some person, Or 
damaging evidence against à 
nd hiding that evidence when- 
unable (by virtue of his tacit 
his fact out to himself or to 
the issue is raised, he does not, 
» Xpress the matter explicitly at all. He is in this 


repect in no better position than anyone else. He tells 
s nothing but what he tells himself. 


e does not Stop at 
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It is because he tells us what he tells himself, a dis- 
tinctive mark of sincerity, that we do say, ‘He is 
sincere; he believes his denials.’ At the same time, we 
observe that in other respects he shows convincing 
signs of being engaged in the way we ascribe to him 
but which he sincerely denies. The purposefulness and 
the often remarkable ingenuity with which he carries 
through his engagement lead us to insist that “He must 
know what he’s doing; he must know the truth.’ The 
conflict in these judgments of ours (‘He’s sincere in his 
denial’—and—‘He knows the truth, which is contrary 
to his denials’) forces us to qualify each judgment and 
thus arrive at a characteristic (but not complete) for- 
mula of self-deception: ‘In a way he’s sincere, yet in 
his heart he knows the truth’; ‘In a way he believes 
what he says, yet at bottom he really doesn’t believe it. 

Rather than being captivated by this idiomatic 
language and, as philosophical analysts, persisting 1n 
Such questions as, ‘Does he really know?' or ‘How can 
he do all this and not know?’ we should ask instead, 
‘How is he engaged in the world,’ and “Does he express 
this engagement explicitly?’ It is when we judge that 
there is purposeful discrepancy between the way the 
individual really is engaged in the world and the story 
he tells himself that we have the complex but common 
form of self-deception in which we are interested. 

In everyday speech we use the word ‘know’ to cap- 
ture the complex purposefulness of the actual engage- 
ment: ‘Really’, ‘at bottom’, ‘in the last analysis’, ‘deep 
in his heart—he knows. We use the weaker word, 
‘belief’ to reflect, primarily, the very striking and nor- 
mally very important feature of his performance: He 
is sincere in what he says, he really does tell us just 


what he tells himself. ; 
Why are ‘know’ and ‘believe’ used in the everyday 
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idiom rather than some such language as I have used 
in my own analysis? Because the crux of the affair 
up to this point lies in the area demarcated by the 
phrase *becoming explicitly conscious of', and because 
consciousness has traditionally been characterized in 
the language and imagery of knowing, believing, and 
perceiving. It is not that such a kinship is totally forced 
or illusionary. There are many contexts in which, as I 
have said, such language and imagery are useful. My 
thesis is that in the particular case of self-deception it 
is spelling-out, a skill aspect of consciousness, which 
lies at the heart of the matter. Therefore, if we wish 
to be able to put matters directly and non-paradoxically 
instead of indirectly and paradoxically, we must turn 
to this largely unexplored way of characterizing con- 
Sciousness instead of to the familiar knowledge-belief- 
perception approach. N 

The account of self-deception which we have given 
up to this point is by no means complete. Indeed it 
raises sharply certain fundamental questions which 
have never been clearly formulated, much less 
answered, in discussions emphasizing belief, knowledge» 
and perception. The first and central question which it 
raises is: Why bother? What reason could there be 
for not spelling-out one's engagements even when it 
would normally be appropriate to do so? Or, to put the 
same question in somewhat more traditional language 
why should an individual keep himself from becoming 
conscious of his own engagement in the world? _ 

It is plain that important advantages can at times 
be gained by telling others what we know not to be 50: 
A. person's conduct is crucially affected by what he 
knows, doesn't know, thinks he knows. But in the case 
of the self-deceiver, if he is in any case actively, PY" 
posefully, skilfully engaged in some way, what great 
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difference could it make to him whether he spells this 
out to himself or does not? We have repeatedly spoken 
of an individual's having overriding reason not to spell- 
out some engagement and therefore skilfully avoiding 
doing so. Yet what's in a word? Why should it matter 
whether or not we spellout something which we are 
doing or experiencing in any case, and why should our 
refusal constitute so peculiarly human, so peculiarly 
demoralizing an illness as self-deception? 

These questions may be raised, mutatis mutandis, 
within the framework of the psychoanalytic doctrine of 
defence and the unconscious, as well as within the 
present framework and that of the belief-knowledge 
doctrines of self-deception. If we are carrying on (un- 
consciously) in some way, why should it be of such 
importance that we should not become conscious of it? 
Why is this characterized as defence? The idea of 
unconsciousness as defence against distress has plaus- 
ibility by virtue of our tacit equating of consciousness 
with knowledge. (What you don’t know won’t hurt 
you—at least not so far as it is in the future or in the 
past.) But when we recall that ‘unconsciously’ there is 
knowledge, or in everyday language, that ‘in his heart 
the self-deceiver does know the truth’, the question lies 
hidden behind the fancy word-work, but it is just as 
live, as puzzling as ever. If one knows, why bother re- 
fusing to say so at least to oneself? 

As I indicated in my introductory remarks, the 
de-emphasis of the relation of consciousness to know- 
ledge, and the emphasis of its relation to action, would 
be the crucial step, but only a step, towards a funda- 
mental re-assessment of the context and nature of self- 
deception. We are now prepared to attempt this more 


fundamental task. 


CHAPTER FOUR 


TO AVOW OR NOT TO AVOW 


WE have formulated a model for systematically keep- 
ing oneself from being explicitly conscious of some- 
thing. In doing so we have discovered that it 15) a 
mystery why one should wish to refrain from spelling- 
out. These considerations, plus the fact that in general 
we need not spell-out our engagements in the world, 
inevitably raise the question: Why is it, then, that 
in particular instances we do spell anything out? . 
The question why we do spell-out is no doubt a basic 
question about the nature of consciousness. It might 
seem to have a prior claim to be resolved, the case of 
self-deception being a special case better handled sub- 
sequently. Yet, it happens that the latter is a question 
which is answerable directly, which also has great s18- 
nificance, and which fortunately is simpler to answer 
than the question why we do spell things out. We shall 
therefore proceed directly to the question why We 
refuse to spell-out. 
. The policy of refusing to spell-out one's engagement 
1s merely the most ‘visible’ feature of self-deception. 
Though highly visible, it is a concomitant of a far 
more fundamental manoeuvre. The self-deceiver is One 
Who is in some way engaged in the world but who 
66 
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disavows the engagement, who will not acknowledge 
it even to himself as his. That is, self-deception turns 
upon the personal identity one accepts rather than the 
beliefs one has. It is the hallucinator who speaks, but 
he will not acknowledge the words as his; disowned 
by him and undetected by others, the voice neverthe- 
less still speaks, and so it is assigned by him to some 
supernatural being. The paranoid is filled with destruc- 
tiveness, but he disavows it; since the presence of des- 
tructiveness is evident to him, he eventually assigns 
‘ownership’ of that destructiveness to others. With this 
as his unquestionable axiom, and with *conspiracy' as 
his all-purpose formula, he interprets all that happens 
accordingly. In general, the self-deceiver is engaged in 
the world in some way, and yet he refuses to identify 
himself as one who is so engaged; he refuses to avow 
the engagement as his. Having disavowed the engage- 
ment, the self-deceiver is then forced into protective, 
defensive tactics to account for the inconsistencies 
in his engagement in the world as acknowledged by 
him. 

Having afforded ourselves this bird's eye view 
Of the matter, we need now to retrace our steps on 


foot. 
An individual may be born of a certain family, 


nation, or tradition. Yet it is something else again for 
that individual to identify himself with that family, 
nation, and tradition. He may never do so. He may 
grow up doing so, but then, due to changes in life- 
circumstance, he may grow out of one or another iden- 
tity. Even more dramatically, he may as a culminating 
and decisive act seize a particular occasion to disavow 
his affiliation, his identity as an American, a Christian, 
or, merely, a Rotarian. As the individual grows from 
infancy to adulthood, he identifies himself as a person 
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of certain traits of character, having certain virtues 
and vices, a certain bodily shape, having allegiances, 
enemies, obligations, rights, a history. 

The phrase, *he identifies himself as', certainly has 
some reference to discoveries the individual makes; but 
it refers as well to options adopted. Even with regard to 
something as ‘concrete’ and ‘objective’ as the body, it 
is interesting to note that my body as I identify it for 
myself is what the psychiatrist calls a ‘body image’. 
He calls it my body image just because he sees that it 
reflects, in effect, my engagement in the world, the 
way I see things and take them to be, rather than the 
object the disinterested observer would describe. 

A father announces: ‘You are not my son. From 
henceforth I disown you.’ Taken as biological descrip- 
tion, the first sentence is false. Taken as the disavowal 
of identification which the second sentence reveals 
it to be, the first sentence can be lived up to or not— 
but it is not false. Although the use of 'avow' has in 
such cases a primary social or legal focus, it is related 
to the use I propose and is the model for it. The 
same holds true of typical proclamations such as, 
am an American,’ ‘I am a union man,’ ‘I am no longer 
a Democrat. Of the existence of such public avowals 
and disavowals, and of their differences from mere 
description, there can be no doubt. The further assump- 
tion necessary for my thesis is that something sign! 
cantly analogous can be done—is commonly done— 
in the privacy of one's own soul. Indeed my am 
tion is that the analogies between what is done 1n self- 
deception (and in undeceiving oneself) and what is done 
in the examples just cited are so many, so interrelatec^ 
and so fundamental that we would do well to t? 
quite generally of self-deception in the language °° 
avowal and disavowal, and in closely related 1a” 
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guage such as ‘identify oneself as’, and ‘acknowledge’. 

The distinction between being a certain individual 
and avowing one’s identity as a certain person is drama- 
tically evident in the case of the amnesiac who admits 
that the evidence proves he is John Jones, but who does 
not identify himself to himself as John Jones. Jones does 
not avow certain memories and commitments. As an in- 
dividual he has a certain history but he does not avow 
that history. It is not merely that he will not avow these 
to us; he does not avow them to himself either. We 
could express all this by saying that the history in 
question is no longer his personal history for him. There 
is an important element of authenticity here: I refer 
to that respect in which, for the person before us, Jones 
is indeed alien, someone other. (The person before 
us is not sure just who he is, but he is sure that he does 
not identify himself to himself as Jones.) It is true 
that from the standpoint of the observer, Jones is here 
and is suffering amnesia. But from the standpoint of 
the person before us, i.e., the subject as reflected in 
his own consciousness, it is important to say that he is 
not Jones. It is this latter standpoint which I have in 
mind when I speak of avowal and disavowal, of identi- 
fication of oneself to oneself as a certain person or as a 
certain person being engaged in the world in certain 
ways. 

Depending upon t 
necessities, I shall use a 


he grammatical and idiomatic 
s interchangeable: ‘Identify 
Oneself as’, ‘avow’, and ‘acknowledge’, (and as con- 
traries: ‘disavow’, and occasionally ‘disidentify oneself 
as’). I do this because the concept I have in mind is 
expressed by no single everyday English word or 
phrase. Insofar as I refer to identity as constituted 
by avowal, I shall speak of personal identity, or, simply, 
of the person. Insofar as I refer to identity without 
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implying the avowal of that identity as such, I shall 
speak of the individual identity, or, simply, of the 
individual. To avow, then, is to define one's personal 
identity for oneself, not after the fact, but in that sense 
Where we mean by 'defining one's identity' the estab- 
lishing of one's personal identity in some respect. More- 
over, we must include the maintaining of one's personal 
identity for oneself in the face of occasion for disavowal. 
Any such establishing or reaffirmation of one's per- 
sonal identity may come to fruition in a climactic, 
public act; or it may be so slow and so evenly paced 
in its development as to seem to be natural evolution, 
Or inherent stability in the face of stress, rather than 
a dramatic act. Nevertheless, avowal and disavowal 
are always, inherently, purposeful self-expression rather 
than mere happenings suffered by the person. Avowal 
and disavowal are accomplished by a person; they are 
responses by him rather than effects upon him. . 
The phrase ‘identify oneself with’ is normally used in 
connection with persons, groups, ideals. Extended uses 
occur: ‘I identify myself with that old shack; I spent 
my formative years living in it, and my most intimate 
memories make it a symbol of my youth for me.’ How- 
ever I have changed the ‘with’ to ‘as’ in my phrase 
because I want to stress what one is as a result of 
identification and to eliminate the element of duality 
Which remains implicit in the usual use of ‘identify 
with’. Furthermore, what I have in mind when I use 
‘identify oneself as’ allows reference to far more than 
persons, groups, and ideals; it is mainly for this reason 
that I also speak of avowal and ‘acknowledgment’. AS 
We ordinarily understand these terms, a person may 
avow or acknowledge as his an action, a feeling, 27 
emotion, a perception, a belief, an attitude, a concer: 
an aim, a reason. In avowing them as his, as person 
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is "identifying himself as' one who feels, suffers, per- 
ceives, believes, etc., thus and so. The person who signs 
a pledge under coercion may later acknowledge the 
Signature but may refuse to acknowledge any pledge. 
A person may have signed while in a hypnotic state; and 
later, in a post-hypnotic amnesia, he may not only 
refuse to acknowledge the pledge but also the signature. 
Were the hypnotic amnesia to be removed, he might 
then acknowledge the signature. Thus in speaking of 
avowal and acknowledgment we are concerned with an 
acceptance by the person which is constitutive, which is 
de jure in its force, which establishes something as 
his for him. 

The ordinary use of ‘avow’ or ‘acknowledge’ suggests 
but does not require some overt expression which is 
the avowal or acknowledgment. My use, however, 
though it also suggests overt expression of what is 
avowed, does not equate the avowal with the expression 
of it. Avowal is an ‘inner act’; which is to say that it is 
not in the ordinary sense an act at all, for we can never 
say of any piece of overt conduct that it is the act of 
avowal. Overt conduct may manifest but cannot be an 
avowal or disavowal, as I use these terms here. The 
relation is analogous to that between the conduct which 
manifests a decision and the decision itself. : 

The common notion of "identifying oneself with* 
is typically used in cases where we think of the person 
as an already established, relatively discreet ‘entity 
which remains so even as it associates itself with some 
other, relatively discreet person, group or ideal. In 
more psychologically oriented discussion, however, the 
notion is used in a way which does not necessarily 
presuppose an already well formed self; instead ‘identi- 
fication’ is the name of a development which is thought 
of as constitutive of a self. My use is in this respect 
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close to the psychological use, but it is not the same. 
Identification, as this term is used among psycholo- 
gists, is an important but special case of my "identifying 
oneself as'. Indeed one of the virtues of the concept 
I propose is that it generalizes the psychological notion 
of ‘identification’. It thereby allows a more fundamen- 
tal approach to the understanding of personal identity, 
as Well as to the understanding of defence and the 
unconscious (or their analogues in various psychologi- 
cal doctrines). We shall pursue these matters further 
in this and succeeding chapters. For the time being, 
however, we shall return to more direct discussion of 
self-deception and the role that the concept of avowal 
can play in an analysis of it. 

Understanding self-deception as disavowal reveals, 
at last, the fundamental answer to our earlier question: 
Why is it so important not to spell-out certain aspects 
of our engagement in the world? -— 

One of the marks which differentiates what is intrin- 
sic to the identity of a person from what is not—often 
the principal and pragmatically sufficient mark 
that the person has the capacity for spelling-out tha 
identity. To spell-out, as has been long noticed, 1s E 
exercise a peculiar authority, an authority intimate y 
associated with one's existence as a particular pe 
The point has been both familiar and central in the 
Western philosophical tradition ever since pe 
This special authority and this intimate relations 
to personal identity have traditionally been attributo 
to the supposed ‘privileged access’ to the contents n 
one’s own consciousness afforded by introspectio è 
Essentially the same issues have been raised in m 
Tecent times by referring to the peculiar force of wore , 
typical uses of the first person present tense of ‘men an 
verbs. With an authority that no one else has, Z € 
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speak regarding what I desire, feel, intend, experience, 
think, and do. 

The crux of the matter is this: certain forms of spell- 
ing-out are in their implication clear affirmations by a 
person of his personal identity. To say in angry tones, 
‘I am angry with you,’ or to rise and say, ‘I’m leaving 
now,’ is not only to express a certain anger or intent, it 
is to acknowledge it explicitly as mine. This is so 
typical, so utterly familiar, that we do not ordinarily 
appreciate the possibility that an individual might be 
angry or have a certain intent, express his anger or his 
intent, and yet not do so in such a way as expresses 
acknowledgment of them as his. Indeed they may be 
disavowed. A person may angrily say that he is not 
angry; and it is not uncommon to observe an individual 
reveal his worried state even while disavowing worry 
or concern. An individual may plainly be manoeuvring 
to leave someone’s company, yet disavow any such 
intent. If one disavows one’s loyalty to a country, one 
may yet continue to live there and profit from the 
Privileges, suffer the disadvantages: but one has sur- 
rendered the right to speak as, e.g, an American, or 
to speak for America. Analogously, one who disavows 
an emotion, an intent, a deed, thereby surrenders the 
authority to speak as one who feels, intends, or does 
so and so, and he abdicates the authority to speak for, 
that is, to spell-out, the emotion, intent, or deed. 

We are not yet in a position to discuss other import- 
ant manifestations of avowal and disavowal. Neverthe- 
less it may be helpful to make at least brief mention of 
two which will receive further attention in the following 
chapter and in the final chapter. One mark of disavowal 
is the high degree to which the disavowed engagement 
is isolated from the influence of everything which is 
avowed. The sophistication and harmoniousness of a 
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personality has for a basis the continuous and mutual 
influence upon one another of the elements of the 
avowed. The disavowed, being relatively isolated from 
this system, remains proportionately static and primi- 
tive. The ‘rigidity’ and—in spite of a certain ingenuity 
in the execution—the irrationality of the disavowed 
engagement are the familiar manifestations of this 
isolation. 

In addition to such isolation of the disavowed, we 
look for denial of responsibility. Typically, the person 
denies responsibility for what is disavowed; whereas 
to the degree that he isa responsible person, he accepts 
responsibility for what he avows. 

Isolation, non-responsibility, and the incapacity to 
spell-out, with the consequences in turn attendant upon 
these, constitute three chief dimensions of disavowal, 
three profoundly significant defects of personal integ- 
tity. I do not maintain that this list of three is exhaus- 
tive. But they will furnish much grist for our mill 1n 
subsequent chapters. 

I have developed the notion of avowal by ample use 
of what I have characterized as analogy. Yet I believe 
that ultimately we are not dealing here with analogies 
but with different manifestations of a single, generalize 
Way of engaging in the world—what one might ee 
in most general terms, identity avowal. I wish only 
Suggest, but not even to attempt to argue, that n 
things as authentic avowals of loyalty to a group 1s 
nation, or authentic avowals of allegiance to idea " 
Or causes, are manifestations of a form of eap 
Which is peculiarly human and which is, at bottom. We 
root of personal identity as well as social identity- He e 
ever, no more shall be said here of the latter, since to 
primary concern of this book is directed far more 
the question of personal identity. 
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My remarks concerning avowal and its role in self- 
deception clearly raise questions concerning the am- 
biguities in such terms as ‘self’, ‘himself’, ‘the person’, 
‘T. Is the ‘I’ who disavows anger the ‘same’ as the ‘T’ 
who is angrily engaged in the world? To this, and to a 
number of other such questions readily suggested by 
the analysis of self-deception in terms of avowal, the 
answer must initially be ‘yes, and no’. The objective 
of the following remarks in this chapter is so to re- 
describe the situation that we can correctly give either 
yes or no answers to appropriately transformed ques- 
tions. In doing this we shall have again enlarged the 
context within which we see self-deception; in fact we 
shall also have arrived by the back route, as it were, 
at a viewpoint which reveals new aspects of personal 
identity and personal responsibility. 

It is worth remarking that the complex of issues 
concerning personal identity is not raised in the series 
of analytical philosophical papers discussed in Chapter 
II. Yet I do not think that any adequate analysis of 
self-deception can avoid an examination of such issues. 
Writers like Sartre, Freud, and Kierkegaard have in 
effect argued that self-deception is an illness peculiar 
to subjectivity, to self-hood, that it is alienation of self 
from itself, evasion of being oneself. In the broad 
Spectrum of contemporary Anglo-American analytical 
Philosophy, however, I know of only one attempt at 
Tesolving the puzzle of self-deception by extensive refer- 
ence to the concept of the self. This attempt is the late 
Arthur Murphy's, and it is to be found in his chapter 
on ‘The Moral Self in Sickness and in Health." 

Murphy defines the problem he sets himself in this 
Chapter as that of trying to understand how to meet 
Certain objections to the doctrine he has been elaborat- 
ing. Murphy's own doctrine of the self leads him to 
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state with sympathy that *once the good is known the 
rational man cannot but prefer it, for it is as a greater 
good or lesser evil that he prefers one thing to another 
insofar as he is rational, and it is as rational that, as a 
practical agent, he is himself? (p. 138). The prima facie 
objection is the familiar one: What of those who 
choose, or at least seem to choose, evil? To meet the 
objection, Murphy begins by relying on the notion of 
‘wilful ignorance’, a notion he systematically develops 
as the originally Kierkegaardian emendation of the 
Socratic thesis (p. 140). Murphy refers explicitly in 
this context to Sartre's account of ‘self-deception’, and, 
in the course of the same discussion, he talks about 
Freud's views. It is plain, therefore, that in discussing 
wilful ignorance as the root of the ‘sickness of the 
self’, Murphy is focussing on much the same issues 
Which we have discussed in connection with ‘self 
deception’. It is interesting to see that casting the prob- 
lem of self-deception in terms of sickness of the self 
(rather than incompatible beliefs) immediately and 
explicitly leads to introducing the themes of Existen- 
tialist thought and of psychoanalysis—even in the 
writings of a Murphy, whose basic style and back- 
ground are so antipathetic to these ‘schools’ of thought. 
Murphy speaks of ‘the perversity of a self that “wills 
(or acts) against the practical commitment of the goo 
it somehow knows, even in the effort to remain 1" 
ignorance of it’ (pp. 144-5). This kind of irrationalist™ 
Says Murphy, cannot be ignored. Though in genes 
he stresses the rationality of the practical agent, Murp E 
Says he proposes to build his case upon this kind à 
perverse irrationality: only a self that is already 
rational agent (as Murphy uses the phrase) ca? Lg 
irrational in this particular way. Murphy. borrow! re 
a phrase from Kierkegaard, acknowledges that the 
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is a kind of ‘double-mindedness’ about it. This self 
presupposes what it rejects. Only a self which was 
deeply committed to rationality would take the trouble 
to engage in rationalization. Murphy refers to the Sar- 
trian language: the self which rationalizes also ‘is what 
it is not’. Murphy, however, considers this as Existen- 
tialist ‘double-talk’ or ‘jargon’, and rather than ‘indulge’ 
in it, he prefers ‘to direct attention to the facts it darkly 
describes. . . .' (p. 145). 

Murphy offers as one answer to the question how a 
Self can act against what it sees to be its good: 'the 
spirit is willing but the flesh is weak' (p. 146). However 
he adds that there are also cases where what the agent 
sees as his good is not willed by him, and where this is 
not because of lack of stamina but because the spirit 
‘is not willing’. The latter are ‘harder cases’ to explain, 
Says Murphy (p. 146). 

How shall we account for these ‘harder cases’, for 
‘a spiritual defiance’ of what we see we should do? 
The problem is complicated by the fact Murphy views 
the will not as an ‘internal agency’ which makes us act, 
but as ‘the self as practical agent in action’. Such a 
Spiritual defiance of the good must therefore be con- 
sidered as that of a ‘self that is divided against itself’ 
(p. 146). That such a condition does really occur, 
Murphy assures us, and he adds that it is ‘not really 
difficult to understand’ (p. 146). 

But it is difficult to understand Murphy's subsequent 
explanation of a self divided against itself. Murphy 
begins by making a distinction which, he says, is the 
‘essential fact to see here’. In the kind of case in ques- 
tion, he says, it is not good that is rejected but * “good” 
—that which is so-called by the lay or clerical authori- 
ties or by convention but which the individual who 
rejects it will not, in its claim to normative cogency, 
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accept’ (p. 146). Furthermore, this ‘so-called good’ is 
rejected in favour of some alternative which the indivi- 
dual is ‘genuinely concerned to justify as at least his 
good and as such worth achieving’ (p. 147). 

By this point something seems to have gone wrong 
with Murphy’s account. It is clear that there is nothing 
of our paradoxical self-divided-against-itself here. Here 
we have simply the person who is at odds with the ‘lay 
or clerical authorities’ or with ‘convention’, but he is 
not at odds with himself. 

Having eliminated the baby along with the bath- 
water, Murphy now gradually re-introduces the baby 
(and the water, however). What was referred to as 
being ‘genuinely concerned to justify’ an alternative 
good is soon alluded to by Murphy as ‘rationalization 
(in quotes in Murphy’s text). ‘The worse’, we are told, 
‘must be made to appear the better. . . .' (p. 147). 
Murphy’s use of ‘rationalization’ and ‘appear’ are 
crucially ambiguous here: do they mean, respectively: 
‘to provide genuine reasons’ and ‘to be’, or do they 
mean ‘to provide pseudo-reasons’ and ‘to appear to pe 
but not really to be’? t 

Murphy then proceeds immediately to say (1) aes 
the ‘evil’ chosen by the person ‘must be presente! e^ 
‘authentically good’ for ‘those who count’. And Pas 
he immediately offers the example of the gangster W. 
‘by this formula’ is in his own eyes an ‘enterprise 
American’ (p. 147). But here, too, we are left 1n ay 
dark as to whether being ‘presented as authentic? ^ 
good’ means ‘is authentically good’. The example © 
the gangster suggests that the intended answer is, elf- 
The fact that this is shortly afterwards called ae 
deception by Murphy supports this interpretat, m 
Further, Murphy again refers to this as ‘rationa”! 


ion’ r «natn Se 1nsince T €- 
tion’, and finally he says that rationalization is insince 
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The conclusion we must draw at this point is that 
Murphy means that the self-deceiver makes the evil 
appear (authentically) good to himself through a kind 
of insincerity with himself, all the while being in truth 
committed to something other than this as the genuine 
good. 

We are now back at the paradoxical and genuine 
notion of self-deception. It is, as Murphy now says, in- 
sincerity with oneself (not merely dissent from con- 
ventional values); it is ‘wilful ignorance’, the ‘willed 
exclusion of the consideration that would expose’ 
(p. 147) the inadequacy of one’s rationalizations. It is 
paradoxical to propose that one wilfully excludes what- 
ever would expose one’s rationalizations, for this pre- 
supposes that one is cognizant of those rationalizations 
as such, that one is able to identify counter-considera- 
tions, and then—precisely to the extent that one has 
identified the counter-considerations and acknow- 
ledged their force as such—that one refuses to consider 
them! This is indeed a self divided against itself. 

Murphy now suggests (but does not elaborate) the 
thesis that we can manage this feat if: ‘we can work 
ourselves up’ into such states as anger, pride, self-pity, 
self-righteousness, thereby becoming ‘effectively blind’ 
to considerations which would disclose the authentic 
moral status of our comportment (p. 148). This pro- 
posal, cryptic as it is, gains what plausibility it may 
have from the ambiguous phrase ‘work ourselves up’. 
To the extent that this means that we are overcome 
by these states, it amounts to imputing lack of 
emotional self-control, or weakness of character; and 
these, of course, may lead to moral blindness. This is 
at most the ‘innocent’ form of ‘wishful thinking’. But 
when such ‘blindness’ persists and continuously adapts 
itself, even as emotion recedes, even as occasion for 
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correction lies at hand, we must presume something 
more. If ‘working ourselves up’ means, in effect, pur- 
posely emoting at strategic moments with the intent to 
keep oneself ‘blinded’, then Murphy is asserting that the 
moral insight co-exists with the blindness, and that the 
insight and the blindness are fused in a single intention 
—and this remains paradoxical. 

One might interpret Murphy as proposing still a 
different thesis: that a morally binding fever of emotion 
is produced with intent, but that the ‘fever’ is a tem- 
porally subsequent effect which, once produced, main- 
tains itself, so to speak, and overwhelms and expunges 
the truer insight which had been present in the original 
intent. With this interpretation we are left with a person 
who has caused himself to be morally blind, who now 
is morally blind, but who is not now deceiving himself. 
This may come about in two ways. One is analogous 
to that of the person who knowingly and frankly gets 
himself drunk in order to blur his present, distressingly 
clear moral insight. He has not so much deceived him- 
self at any moment as he is simply blind at a later 
moment due to his clear-sighted and wilful conduct at 
an earlier moment. The other way in which the same 
result may be brought about is analogous to the case o 
the person who maintains with a certain surface sin- 
cerity that the next small drink will surely be his un 
knowing in his heart that the end will be as he secret? 


r €: is 
wants it to be—the moral release of intoxication. Jp ae 
Case, too, the end-state, once achieved, 1s not ‘But 


deception but alcoholically induced mental stupor ^, 
in this case the final, non-self-deceptive, state is induc 
through self-deception. ists in 
Murphy's final effort to unravel the tangle rura 
his asking not how we accomplish self-decepUe. 


€, E B 1 n : 
Cwilled ignorance), but why we *will to be ignora 
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Here he turns to the theme of the self as ‘practical 
agent’, this self being, he says, a creation, a synthesis of 
elements, an achievement of some degree of integrity 
of being. Viewed in this way, the self is easily seen to 
be subject to its peculiar sickness—the failure fully to 
achieve the integrity and synthesis towards which the 
half-formed or ill-formed self points. 

We are back to the self divided against itself. But the 
nature of the division still eludes us. At once Murphy 
expands on this as ‘will’ (‘practical doing’) being ‘at 
odds’ with understanding. ‘ . . . (The practical agent’s) 
“lower nature” which, as a self, he can no longer con- 
trol, impels him to behaviour for which as a moral 
agent he feels a sense of guilt’ (p. 150). It appears that, 
once again, we are no longer dealing with self-deception 
but with the very kind of irrationality which Murphy 
earlier dismissed as not being one of the class of ‘hard’ 
cases. We are back to the case where the spirit is 
willing but the flesh is weak. We are back to lack of 
self-control, not self-deception. That the former may be 
a motive for the latter is indubitable, but allusion to this 
motive for self-deception does not clarify the paradox 
within self-deception. 

Throughout his windings and turnings, Murphy re- 
turns to the theme of the self as an achievement, a 
synthesis, and to self-deception as a failure of this 
synthesis. In this I believe he is fundamentally on the 
right track. Furthermore he sees rationality as central 
to the self, and I think he is correct here, too. This is 
not to say, however, that rationality is the sole distinc- 
tive and essential feature of the self. Murphy's error 
lies in the assumption that it is the rational character of 
the self which is central to understanding self-deception. 
Because of this rationalistic bias Murphy repeatedly 
returns in the course of his tortuous analysis to the 
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theme of knowledge and ignorance, and to the deriva- 
tive theme of the rational self as weak and the fleshly 
self as powerful. These themes are not adequate for 
elucidating the nature of the sickness he so well des- 
cribes as a self divided against itself. . 

What Murphy fails to appreciate is the implication 
of his own thesis that the self is a synthesis which 
emerges in time, an achievement, *built by the indivi- 
dual out of materials which ‘are in many ways reca 
citrant to such ordering’ (p. 149). The thesis that man 
‘makes (italics in original) his nature as a moral be- 
ing . . " has as its too little appreciated corollary that 
man rejects materials, that he excludes material from 
the self as well as accepting, incorporating, and sy? 
thesizing. 

We must seek now to establish more precisely what 
are the ‘materials’ which man uses, what is it for an 
individual to ‘possess’ these materials as material ready 
for incorporation into, or exclusion from, a Un! n 
self; and we must ask what is the significance of suc 
acceptance or rejection. For it is not ignorance a 
temptation but the authenticity of such exclusion € 
a self, or inclusion within a self, which is at the core 
that spiritual disorder we call self-deception. as 

The phenomena of self-deception (I include poen 
usual, the phenomena covered by such terms as Sut 
‘mauvaise foi’, and Freud's ‘defence’) can be laeti 
tently interpreted within the framework of the doctr he 
that the self is a synthesis, an achievement 07 sing 
individual, something ‘made’. Avowal is the p as 
link’ which is implicit in the doctrine of the $° ot 
synthesis. In order to show how this is SO: nical 
propose to present a tightly woven theory in à = e 
language, but to offer a broad and rapid sketch sketch 


familiar course of the emergence of the self, a 


TO AVOW OR NOT TO AVOW 83 


unified by the view that the self is a synthesis, a 
creation. Naturally I shall highlight those features I 
have claimed are essential to self-deception. (The reader 
who desires to supplement his own observations in 
reflecting upon the following sketch is referred to such 
standard descriptive works as Gesell and Ilg's Infant 
and Child in the Culture of Today.) 

Before achieving a relatively coherent unity as à 
self, the child learns relatively specific forms of engage- 
ment in the world. First these are quite rudimentary : 
using a spoon, opening a door, buttoning a coat. Then 
he learns complexes of interrelated motive, reason, 
emotion, relevant objectives, appropriate means, and, 
Where relevant, moralistic judgmental tone. We do 
not normally see the latter sorts of specific engage- 
ments, at least not clearly, even at the age of two or 
three years. For example, the two-year-old does not 
rise to an insult by adopting à vengeful policy, selecting 
and using appropriate means to carry out his policy; 
nor perforce does he feel guilt for this. By the age of 
three years one may see intimations of this, and by 
the age of five such learning is usually evident. The 
five-year-old has learned, for example, to appreciate 
both time of day and his own hunger as jointly justify- 
ing seating himself at table and eating in certain 
generally prescribed ways, to the ends of satisfying 
hunger and pleasing his parents, all the while enjoying 
the moralistic reaction of feeling ‘good’ (rather than 
‘naughty’). He has also Jearned that under certain 
conditions an object is his property, permanent or tem- 
porary, and that seizing it without his permission by 
his peers is occasion for anger on his part, for retalia- 
tory action accompanied by a moralistic reaction which 

his feeling ‘naughty’ or ‘bad’, 


includes quite typically elin 
as well as feeling ‘righteously indignant’. (The rational- 
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ity of these moralistic reactions is characteristically not 
questioned; the pattern as a whole is learned, and 
only later, when a unified self and its larger perspective 
can be brought to bear, do moral criticism and personal 
moral judgment emerge.) 

Yet even the four- or five-year-old, capable as he 
may be of engaging at last in a particular complex 
activity for childish reasons, with childish aims and 
methods, and in childish moods, still does not manifest 
an enduring centre, a personal core whose unity colours 
and shapes his various particular engagements. He 
shifts, eccentrically, at the behest of others, or because 
something in the environment distracts him, or because 
he is fatigued, from one project to another, each being 
relatively unaffected by the others; any one of these 
engagements is not noticeably judged by him with 
reference to the others, nor is it markedly coloured by 
them. The overall unity of personal style and attitude, 
the inwardly governed and relatively smooth transition, 
are as yet absent. The psychoanalysts tell us that 10 
ways too subtle to be readily apparent, a unified core 
of personality evolves, at least in nucleus, by age es 
and a half to four (the oedipal phase); and the carefu 
Observer can even then notice certain gross patterns 
of temperament or style. Yet for the layman the 
evolution of a noticeable autonomous governing centre 
does not usually begin to manifest itself until the early 
School years. Indeed this is a traditional sign of read- 
ness for school beyond the nursery or kindergarten 
level. At this period the child is able, at least for periods 
of time and with rudimentary success, to carry on peni 
nomously. One engagement leads into, blends pcm 
another; the child is not merely ‘negative’ OT x 
‘obedient’, but shows a degree of independence 39 e 
Tesponse to external demands. There begins to emer? 
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a large ‘plot’ determined from within. After a few 
years, even the immediate moralistic reactions (‘nice’, 
‘naughty’, ‘shame’, ‘good’, ‘bad’) soften—though this 
is one of the last stages of the process—as one specific 
form of engagement is related to another, as a coherent 
self emerges, and as the generality and many sidedness 
of judgment which this makes possible nourish more 
‘personal’ moral response. 

These very general comments, as I have said, are 
intended merely to remind the reader of certain large 
lines of development, readily apparent to all, but rarely 
if ever contemplated in the context of an analysis of 
self-deception. Some explicit metaphor can help bring 
out the crucial element in this transition to autonomy, 
this movement in which, as I shall say, an individual 
becomes fully a person. 

The metaphor of the self as a community rather than 
a collection is an ancient one and an apt one. It 
deserves comment here. My account, which allows use 
of this metaphor, diverges from the more familiar 
use of the metaphor in the way I identify the members 
of the community: In Plato as in Murphy, the members 
are such as Reason and Appetite, or in more Christian 
terms, the ‘Spirit’, the ‘Flesh’. In the community of the 
self, as I see it, however, the members are the various 
originally independent forms of engagement, the rudi- 
mentary but unified complexes of reasons-motive-feel- 
ing-aim-means-and-moralistic reaction. When these 
atomic forms acquire citizenship in the community ofa 
self, they are significantly transformed by virtue of the 
mutual interaction and interdependence, yet they do 
not entirely lose their distinctive character or quasi- 
autonomy. Ideally, the uncivilized and unsocialized 
child becomes a civilized member of the community, 
and yet he retains his individuality; and, analogously, 
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the primitive and independent forms of engagement are 
ideally integrated with each other within a self, and 
they remain specific even though subtly transformed, 
even though serving as a medium in which the one per- 
son is constantly expressing himself. ; 

Since we are frankly dealing here in metaphors, it 
cannot hurt to vary the image slightly and see this 
achievement of self-hood as akin to the affiliation of 
two independent persons with each other as husband 
and wife; we must imagine the forging of an ideal mar- 
riage in which individuality is not lost, and which con- 
tinues to reflect not only the individuality of the partner» 
but, more and more, a novel unity which is the centre 
for both. Whether in committees, marriages, or selves» 
deviations from ideal are of course common. 

The child learns many particular forms of engage 
ment; he ‘plays’ various roles continually, zestfully, 
as well as being tutored in some by adults. Some i 
of engagement remain merely projects realized and the : 
forgotten, roles learned and then abandoned. Hour 
certain forms of engagement—or even some particu a 
ones—are taken up into the ever-forming, ever-growing 
personal self, and they are modified as they be ar 
more and more an integral part of this ‘synthesis : 
take some engagement into the personal self is gebe 
act of physical incorporation (though Freud sho 
how important this image is in this connection). "^" 
take something into the self is an ‘act’ which our ia se 
of personal identity presupposes. It is to commit qe 8 
to treat something as a part or aspect of oneself, E 
Something inherent in the engagements whic 
person avows. E 

If there were no such thing as a person's acinos 
ledging some identity as his and certain engager... 
as his, and disavowing other identities and eng 
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ments, there would be neither persons nor personal 
identity. Without this, man would be at most a highly 
co-ordinated, even highly intelligent animal, engaged in 
a sequence of pursuits in entire and inevitable unself- 
consciousness. Such creatures might be numbered or 
named, and even referred to as ‘persons’, but they 
= not have the capacity for the moral or spiritual 
ife. 

. Generally speaking, with the emergence of the person 
in the individual, there is a tendency for increasing cor- 
relation between what is avowed by the person and 
the actual engagements of the individual. It is in terms 
of the tacit ideal of perfect harmony in this respect that 
We tend to assess the individual. We are less disturbed 
by the discrepancies we see in the child; children are 
only ‘half-formed’; they will “grow up’ and ‘grow out of 
it’; meanwhile, they go in a hundred directions, and we 
are patient of this. Yet even for children we do have 
certain age-level expectations. 

It can come about, for child or adult, that our expec- 
tations are not met. And, in particular, it happens— 
Witness the self-deceiver—that an individual will be 
provoked into a kind of engagement which, in part or in 
Whole, the person cannot avow as his engagement, for 
to avow it would apparently lead to such intensely 
disruptive, distressing consequences as to be unman- 
ageably destructive to the person. The crux of the 
matter here is the unacceptability of the engagement 
to the person. The individual may be powerfully in- 
clined towards a particular engagement, yet this par- 
ticular engagement may be utterly incompatible with 
that currently achieved synthesis of engagements which 
is the person. 

The capacity to pursue speci 
dently, as autonomous projects. 


fic engagements indepen- 
without integration 
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into the complex unity of a personal self, is, as we have 
noted, an early and a fundamental capacity of the 
human being. We may now add that the phenomenon 
we classify under such headings as ‘self-deception’, 
‘defence’, and ‘mauvaise foi’, are ‘regressions’ to this 
form of engagement: they manifest our capacity for 
such isolated engagements even after the emergence of a 
personal self, and in spite of unacceptability to the per- 
son. We judge from the totality of the conduct that the 
individual is engaged in a certain way, and he may even 
show signs of shame or intense guilt; yet we note what 
are in fact the characteristic features of disavowal: the 
Person does not speak of the engagement as his, he 
does not speak for it, and he seems sincere; the engage- 
ment seems to exist in a certain isolation from the 
tempering influence of the person’s usual reasonable- 
ness, his tastes, Sensitivities, values: the person accepts 
no Tesponsibility for being engaged in this way. On 
Occasion we also distinguish the reparative measures 
being taken in order to minimize the discrepancies. , 
_ Let us imagine, for example, an individual who 19 
intensely angered by his employer's attitude towards 
him. The individual, we shall suppose, is unable to rid 
himself of this reaction. Yet such anger towards suc 
a person is radically unacceptable to this person. An 
Unprincipled and humiliating subservience in spite © 
the anger would also be unacceptable, and in any case 
It would continue to bear the stigma of being his ^ 
anger, even if acknowledged to no one but himsell- 
AS a least evil, the person disavows the unquenchable 
Piber and aggression: Tt is not T’ who am angry; from’ 
Mdh I disassociate myself from it; it is utterly 
: come to me. By rejecting identity with the ced 
and a avoids responsibility, but he also surren 
Uthority and direct control. 
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. Nevertheless, the fact remains that the individual 
is thereafter left to pursue this aggressive relationship 
as an isolated project. It readily manifests itself in 
harmful action and hurtful words towards the em- 
ployer. There may be moralistic guilt reactions asso- 
ciated with it. These, too, are of course disavowed, 
though the evident manifestations of mood may be 
rationalized as ‘depression’ or undirected sulkiness. 
Because of the moralistic guilt reaction, and also for 
purposes of protective camouflage against interference, 
the individual may initiate ameliorating and cover- 
tactics: he may find or invent some role to play—per- 
haps the role of the completely respectful and friendly 
employee. This may, by its practical effect, require a 
modification of the manner of being aggressive, or it 
may at least soften the practical impact of the effects 
Of being aggressive. There is no problem, in general, 
in supposing that an individual can invent congenial 
explanations or play various roles: what we further 
assume here is that these activities, too, are disavowed. 
The upshot is that the ‘lines’ delivered may superfi- 
cially appear as spelling-out, but the person is not in 
truth spelling-out. Since the role is disavowed, he cannot 
spell-out. However the individual can speak more or 
less skilfully the lines which he has learned would in 
general be appropriate for a friendly and respectful 
employee. Since this is a generalized role rather than a 
personal response, and since the self-deceiver may not 
be a very good actor, we notice a certain artificiality in 
his friendliness, a tendency to overdo and ‘ham’ it, a 
certain insensitivity to the subt 


Situation, a stereotypy in manner. 
. Of course the success of such cover-tactics by the 
individual depends—as we know—on choosing a role 
Which the individual can reasonably effectively play 


leties peculiar to the 
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in the circumstances and in spite of his cua ee 
clinations. If the conflict of inclinations is too i rre 
we will see not only an erratic performance ex iih this 
the signs of ‘forced’ friendship, but mur ue hei 
eruptions of ‘unintelligible’ anger. Aided 4 indivi- 
Stances and his own intelligence, however, the tan 
dual will soon find ways of ameliorating conflic iw 
frustration by incorporating the angry, ASBIESSIVE adli- 
into the role of the friendly employee. ‘Helpful r ui 
ness' then becomes ‘accidentally’ inopportune an E to 
ful; ‘respect’ becomes so irreproachably complete tlie 
annoy and embarrass the employer, exposing very 
latter's defects all the more sharply by un on | 
contrast with the well selected excessive comp in of 
The ‘best of intentions’ leads to the most — are 
results. Equilibrium lies in achieving maxima and 
Sive satisfaction consistent with bearable gui ann 
minimal threat of interference. In the latter "vues a 
it should be noted that the threat to the Les aun is 
personal integrity is minimized: the friendly Li his. 
Consistent with what in general he might avow a = 
And until the day of his employer's short temper. 


the 
B " " . H : m 
awning insight, there is no retribution fro 
employer, 


Though the rol 
instance not to be 
Tole, as had been 
generally 
fore it m 


icular 
€-tesponses happen in a ps 
genuinely evoked in the are ce is 
noted, is likely to be one y. Thore- 
compatible with the person's integrity. ticular 
ay be that the defensive use of a -- tha 
Tole is congenial for a Variety of ‘cover’ purpose arke 
after a time it becomes habitual and is then me sti 
as a characteristic of the individual. Provided f a re- 
is somehow evident to the observer that this r^ bot- 
Sponse ‘apart’, a Way of acting which retains, ntically 
tom, its Telatively isolated, rigid, and not authe 
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personal character, we see it as a certain sort of 
Personality trai or ‘mannerism’, the sort which we 
tend to label in today's quasi-psychological fashion, a 
neurotic’ or ‘defensive’ mannerism or trait. Our every- 
day distinctions are not too clear here, but, at the 
extremes in the spectrum of personality traits, we dis- 
tinguish the ‘truly’ friendly person at one pole, and, at 
the other pole, the person who is unyieldingly and un- 
discriminatingly ‘friendly’ to all—but really friendly to 
none. 

In concluding this and the previous chapter, it may 
be well to recall that throughout the analysis of self- 
deception in terms of avowal and in terms of the skill 
of Spelling-out, I have not relied on the terminology 
Of the *cognition-perception family to make the essen- 
tial discriminations. Rather than the paradox of 
knowing ignorance, I have treated as central the 
Capacity of a person to identify himself to himself as 
à particular person engaged in the world in specific 
Ways, the capacity of a person to reject such identifica- 
tion, and the supposition that an individual can con- 
tinue to be engaged in the world in a certain way even 
though he does not acknowledge it as his personal 
engagement and therefore displays none of the 
evidences of such acknowledgment. 


CHAPTER FIVE 


a L—— 


SARTRE AND KIERKEGAARD 


l. Sartre and Mauvaise Foi 


SARTRE stresses the aspect of ‘choice’, of will, of pur- 
Pose, of the ‘inauthentic’ rather than the unknown, 10 
dealing generally with problems of the kind that ui 
cern us here. Moreover, he is deeply concerned wit 
analysing the moral context of self-deception. Thus 
Sartre conceives the problem in a different way, an 
in certain respects in a far more comprehensive Way 
than do recent analytical discussants (except Tor 
Murphy). In spite of this, Sartre agrees that The 
essential problem of mauvaise foi is a problem of By 
lie? (D. 67). For Sartre, self-deception is a matter 
ultimately of the ‘art of forming contradictory we 
cepts. . . . Mauvaise foi seeks to affirm their identity 
while Preserving their differences’ (p. 56). ET. 
This specific false assumption, that mauvaise f a: 
does aim at belief, leads Sartre into as much of a t 
end of paradox as it does the analytical philosophers 
we have discussed. Sartre's phrase, ‘mauvaise foi". sa 
flects his basic Viewpoint—that we are dealing he 
With a matter of bad faith rather than knowledge g 
ignorance; and the examples he discusses, clearly ca$ 
92 
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of self-deception, afford him opportunity to display his 
genuine insight into the phenomenon. Yet his specific 
doctrinal formulations lend plausibility to Kaufman's 
translation of ‘mauvaise foi’ as ‘self-deception’ rather 
than the literal, and ultimately preferable, ‘bad faith’. 

In spite of his failure to present an adequate analysis 
of the structure of mauvaise foi, Sartre’s awareness of 
moral context and psychological detail is so acute that 
we can profit from relating it to our own earlier analysis 
and deepening both in the process. We shall begin by 
examining critically the first illustration that Sartre 
presents in his chapter on mauvaise foi, the case of the 
disingenuous flirt (pp. 55-6). 

In Sartre’s illustration, a woman goes out for the 
first time with a particular man; she ‘knows’ his in- 
tentions and ‘knows’ she will have to make a decision, 
but she ‘does not want to realize’ the urgency of it, 
‘does not apprehend’ his conduct as ‘an approach’, 
‘does not want to see’ the ‘possibilities of development’ 
in his conduct. She ‘restricts’ his behaviour to what it 
is in the present. The man takes her hand in his. To 
leave the hand is to consent to flirt. To withdraw it 1s 
to break the troubled, unstable harmony which gives 
the hour its charm. The young woman leaves her hand 
there, but she does not ‘notice’ this. She does not 
Notice because it happens that she is at this moment all 
intellect, drawing her companion into the loftiest 
regions of speculation. The body is divorced from the 
soul. The woman is in mauvaise foi, and she has used 
various procedures to maintain it. . y 

Sartre puts the problem of mauvaise foi in terms re- 
miniscent to us from our own earlier discussion: *How 
can we believe by mauvaise fot in the concepts we 
forge expressly to persuade ourselves?’ Sartre em- 
phasizes in his own terms the dilemma we have already 
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noted in other terms: ‘We must note in fact that the 
project of mauvaise foi must itself be in mauvaise foi. 
- - . At the very moment when I was disposed to put 
myself in mauvaise foi, I was of necessity in mauvaise 
foi with respect to this same disposition. For me to 
have represented it to myself as mauvaise foi would 
have been cynicism; to believe it sincerely innocent 
would have been in good faith (bonne foi) (pp. 67-8). 

We must ask—as does Sartre—where and how does 
it all start? How does one initially get into mauvatse 
foi, and how is it Possible that we could intentionally 
Initiate it without knowing what we are doing, at least 
at the moment of the first step? Furthermore, assum- 
Ing with Sartre that consciousness is ‘transparent’ and 
‘unified’, that in the nature of the case there can be 
nothing unconscious in consciousness, how can we get 
Into a condition where we qo not know what we knoW* 

Sartre’s answer to the first question is that the 
orginal project in mauvaise foi is itself a ‘decision 19 
mauvaise foi’; however it is not a ‘reflective, voluntary 
decision’, but a ‘spontaneous determination of our be- 
ing’. ‘One puts oneself in mauvaise foi as one goes tO 
Sleep and one is in mauvaise foi as one dreams’ (p. 097 
This answer, as it Stands, reflects the truth. eon 
analogy with going to sleep is an inspired one, for f 
Teminds us that things of this sort do happen, that se 
deception is not alone in appearing odd when viewe 
from the sta 


,. Standpoint of intent, and of action and Te 
sponsibility, Yet the insi 
relatively dis 


mauvaise foi i 
clear-cut inten 
does ‘pur’ on 
(‘dreaming’) i 
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Equally unhelpful is Sartre's answer to the question 
as to how we can maintain ourselves in the condition 
of mauvaise foi once we have entered into it. Can one 
and the same ‘unified’ consciousness both believe and 
not believe? On this issue, Sartre’s concluding definitive 
words are that the ‘structure’ of mauvaise foi is ‘of the 
metastable type’ (p. 68); it consist in an ‘inner disinteg- 
ration in the heart of being’ (p. 70). In short, we are here 
given esoteric labels rather than a resolution of the 
dilemma. 

I have, of necessity, simplified Sartre’s position. 
There is a complex context of ontological doctrine into 
Which it fits and on which I do not propose to ex- 
patiate here. I have attempted to avoid injustice to 
the implications of that doctrine with respect to the 
immediate issues. I must mention, however, certain 
theses of his which are directly relevant to the issue at 
hand and which allow us to construct in Sartre’s own 
ne a more informative account of mauvaise 

oi. 

We can begin with the thesis, accepted by Sartre, that 
mauvaise foi is characteristically a refusal by Con- 
Sclousness to accept responsibility for the world as 
Consciousness has engaged itself in that world. I pro- 
Pose to re-state elements of the flirt-situation in terms 
of disavowal and in the relevant Sartrian language. 

The hour is entered into with flirtatious designs; but 
the woman disavows any such designs. As an individual 
and a woman she responds in the appropriate way on 
the appropriate occasion. Yet encouraging 3 sexual 
liaison is for this particular person radically incon- 
Sistent with her personal identity: *..the desire cruel 
and naked would humiliate and horrify her (p. 55). 
Does she ‘know’ what she's doing and what her hand 
is doing? If conduct carried on skilfully and designed 
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to realize flirtatious ends is the test of knowing, she 
knows. If it is a mark of knowing that she manoeuvres 
her hand with perfect control in such a way as to make 
it enticingly accessible while refraining from any ex- 
plicit sexual overture, then she knows what she 1s 
doing with her hand. Sartre calls this pre-reflective 
consciousness, or ‘nonthetic? knowledge. 

If, on the other hand, the test of knowledge is the 
ability to ‘introspect’, if it is to be able to spell-out the 
flirtatious project as hers, if. to use Sartre's language— 
She is to posit it as an object of reflective conscious- 
ness and thus to have *thetic knowledge’ of it, then the 
woman does not know, For, having disavowed the pro- 
Ject as hers, she has committed herself to refusing D 
spell-out (reflect upon) her project, and this commit- 
ment is in turn barred from being reflected upon, for 
reasons of the sort presented in Chapter Three. Thus 
she chooses to keep everything pre-reflective; or, in 4 


different language, this exercise of the skill of spelling- 
out consists in keeping the entire affair unspelled- 
out. 


Furthermore, her disavowal of the flirtatious project 
sand hence of the purpose of her skilful use of het 
hand—constitutes her as unwilling to accept responsi- 
bility for the Project. Finally, since the Self, for Sartre, 
IS a construction of Teflective consciousness, the flirta- 
“ousness is thus effectively excluded from the Self. 
This is the ‘inner disintegration’ of which Sartre 
Speaks. The Self, as Sartre says, is indeed the product 
of an “impure Teflection’, a reflective consciousness 
which is irresponsibly biassed towards a fixed concep- 
tion (her Self as ‘pure’ and ‘chaste’), Consciousness (the 
individual) freely engages itself in a flirtatious project 
The fixed system of the Self does not allow for such ? 
Project. There is a refusal by Consciousness to reflect 
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upon the incriminating features of conduct by virtue 
of this demand rooted in the Self. 

If we ask how, if ever, reflection could become 
‘pure’, how Self and freedom could become reconciled, 
I think we can now see the outlines of an answer in 
Sartrian terms. Sartre hints, in several much remarked 
footnotes and asides, that such an answer concerning 
our ‘salvation’ exists; but he himself gives no further 
clue to it in Being and Nothingness. The answer, from 
the perspective of Being and Nothingness, is that an 
authentic Self, rooted in ‘pure’ reflection and in good 
faith, will exist when, if ever, the freely chosen projects 
of Consciousness coincide with the enduring system 
which is the Self. And indeed this ideal, formulated in 
Sartre's terminology, turns out to be a version of an 
age-old spiritual idea: the perfect virtue of a person 
who does the right and the good not through obedience 
to the Law and self-discipline, but as the issue of his 
spontaneous response to the situation and the moment. 
This is not only a Christian ideal, it is also to be found 
in the Jewish tradition, in a variety of mystical tradi- 
tions of East and West; even such a ceremonial and 
self-discipline oriented teacher as Confucius could be 
quoted by his disciples as saying: *At seventy I could 
follow the dictates of my own heart: for what I desired 
no longer overstepped the boundaries of right. An- 
other way to express the same ideal is to speak ofa 
person who accepts himself totally, an individual who 
freely, spontaneously, does what in fact is always an 
expression of his personal integrity. This would be a 
Consciousness which speaks with one voice, one true 
Voice; it would be an essential and distinctive aspect 
of what Kierkegaard calls that *purity of heart which 
excludes *double-mindedness'. (Kierkegaard sees, how- 
ever, as the Sartre of Being and Nothingness does not, 
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that this is only one aspect of the saving ideal. We shall 
take up the issue again in discussing Kierkegaard, and 
also at the end of the last chapter.) 

We should note, for the sake of completeness, that 
the flirtatious young woman also adopts a self-defensive 
role: she is the ‘intellectual conversationalist. Of 
course she disavows this role; just as she carries on 
her amorous invitations without reflecting upon it, so 
she carries on the role of ‘intellectual’ but refuses to 
Teflect upon it. She skilfully presses the conversation in 
the direction of ‘lofty’ topics of conversation. But we 
may assume that, unless she is exceptionally skilful 
in this role, there will be a certain artificiality, a certain 
glib irrelevance about her conversation. There may 
even be momentary eruptions of patently flirtatious 
phrasing, expression, or gesture. Though Sartre him- 
self has nothing to say about her role-playing other 
than that she does play a role, we can now see that the 
role-playing is not an expression of the Self, (the per- 
son) but is carried on in isolation as a discreet ‘act’. a5 
a Performance’. For example, she may say, ‘I respect 
Camus’ Integrity’, but this is a line appropriate to 2 
Tole she has learned to play; it is not an expression of 
her respect for Camus? integrity—which may be nom 
existent. The observer sees her conversation as ‘shal 
low'—but in a way sincere, not pure pretence. 

Sartre emphasizes the ‘transparency’ of conscious” 
ness to itself. When he does treat the opacities within 
Consciousness, mainly by use of his doctrine of ‘impur? 
reflection’, he phrases the issues in terms of the den! 
of freedom and of transcendence, rather than as I hav 
In terms of the refusa] to reflect on certain regions 9 

Onsciousness. Nevertheless, there can be no question 
that the refusal to reflect is a possibility inherent m 
Sartre’s ontology of consciousness, though he himse 
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never makes this possibility explicit or capitalizes on 
it. A consciousness which was unselective and reflected 
upon itself in its totality would consist of an infinite 
hierarchy of reflections of reflections, a condition Sartre 
grants to be self-evidently impossible. 

The denial by reflective consciousness of freedom is 
not, as Sartre holds, the root of self-deception; the 
denial of freedom is the outcome of the refusal to re- 
flect upon the disavowed project, and, as a con- 
sequence, the refusal to reflect upon the possibilities 
associated with that project. To put it another way, the 
denial of freedom in bad faith is the outcome of estab- 
lishing a Self (by means of impure reflection) which 
excludes the project in question. 

In Sartrian terms (but following our own reformula- 
tion), the core of self-deception is the disavowal of re- 
sponsibility for, and the consequent refusal to reflect 
upon, some project of Consciousness. 

Sartre, as we noted earlier, says that one ‘puts one- 
self into mauvaise foi as one puts oneself to sleep’; it is 
a ‘spontaneous determination of our being’. The alter- 
native account I have given allows us to be much 
more specific and informative about this within the 
framework of Sartre’s basic approach and terminology. 
This ‘spontaneous determination’ is a pre-reflective 
choice which we refuse to reflect upon, a refusal which 
obliges us not to reflect upon it in turn. Indeed this is 
like falling asleep in one crucial respect. For in going 
to sleep we to some extent do something, but we are 
unable to reflect upon what we are doing, for to re- 
flect upon the fact that one is waiting for sleep is to 
hinder its coming. When one puts oneself to sleep one 
acts with purpose, but part of the skill consists finally 
in avoiding reflection upon one’s purpose. One may 
even speculate that the analogy between putting one- 
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self into mauvaise foi and putting oneself to € fn 
deeper. In both there is a purposeful i e 
self from concerns which might normally be tho ae 
the self. In mauvaise foi the discrepancy e eda 
particular concern and the totality of the person's Mnt 
cern is too great; the particular concern is alien oh 
from the rest. In going to sleep, it is the totality of pod 
cerns which are given up temporarily. If one is d 
concerned, one's mind 'races and one can't get al 
sleep. Sleep, in this perspective, appears as a normal, 


1 H " . t n- 
periodic disavowal of personal existence; it is a volu 
tary ‘little death’, 


aise 
Of course the analogy between sleep and mauv' 


foi is not perfect. There is a critical element, in e 
case of sleep, which is independent of purpose a á 
Skill. To put oneself to sleep is to put oneself d 
state in which, independently of further ovo to 
control, certain bodily reactions take place. Bu ait 
Put oneself in mauvaise foi one does not need to on 
at a certain point for something analogous to one 
Mauvaise foi seems to have ‘happened’ only alt 
memory of reflective consciousness, which purp ai 
averts its gaze at the time and therefore, later mething 
report what did take place as if it were x this 
Which had ‘happened’ behind one's own back. P hica 
Standpoint which is readily reflected in D be- 
discussion, Since philosophical discussion tends sness. 
gin with the deliverances of reflective consciou ten 
Thus philosophica] discussions of dd it. 
naturally to lose Sight of the voluntaristic aspec 


2. Kierkegaard and Double-Mindedness 
Sartre's d 
relatively s 


T d in 4 
Octrine of self-deception is presente f 


nal ext o 
ystematic form and within the cont 


SARTRE AND KIERKEGAARD 101 


a single large work, Being and Nothingness. For this 
reason it lends itself to a critique which can be both 
systematic and relatively concise. Any comparable 
attempt in connection with Kierkegaard's views on self- 
deception is out of the question. Nevertheless, I think 
we can profit from some rather more discursive re- 
marks concerning Kierkegaard. 

Kierkegaard says (in The Sickness Unto Death) that 
man is a synthesis which is a relation between the 
temporal and the eternal, between freedom (or possi- 
bility) and necessity, between body and soul. But this 
synthesis, which is man, is not yet as such a self. The 
self is spirit. The synthesis of which Kierkegaard 
speaks, however, corresponds to what I have called an 
individual, the human being who has already reached 
the level of intelligent, purposeful action, but who is 
not yet a person. Kierkegaard compares the capacities 
at this level with those of the higher animals (Either | 
Or, p. 183)—as I have done in my own earlier remarks 
on the isolated forms of engagement characteristic of 
the individual as such. 

The self, spirit, is for Kierkegaard an achievement, 
and the establishment of the self presents itself as a task 
for man. In the succinct but notably obscure statement 
at the outset of The Sickness Unto Death, Kierkegaard 
says, ‘The self is a relation which relates itself to its own 
self... . The self is not the relation but consists in the 
m that the relation relates itself to its own self’ (p. 

46). 

We have an idea of what Kierkegaard means by the 
first relation mentioned in his formula—it is man as 
synthesis of body and soul. But what is this second re- 
lation, the relation generated when this first relation 
relates itself to its own self? What sort of relating to 
itself is this which establishes spirit? Since I have 
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argued in Chapter Four that being a person is an 
achievement and is something over and above being 
an individual, it is appropriate for us to inquire whether 
the ‘relation relating to its own self’ has any similarity 
in meaning to what I have spoken of as the ‘identifica- 
tion’, ‘avowal’, or ‘acknowledgment’ which establishes 
the person. 

Certainly the aspect of unity is of the essence of 
Kierkegaard’s view of the self, as it is of mine. ‘For he 
who is not himself a unity is never really anything 
Wholly and decisively; he exists only in an external 
Sense—as long as he lives as a numeral within the 
Crowd. . . ^ (Purity, p 184). Such a one is unable truly 
to ‘will one thing’, to keep free of ‘double-mindedness » 
to avoid the ‘inner psychical disagreement’ in which lies 
the germs of double-mindedness’ (Purity, p. 117). 

The nature of this unity which is self or spirit is de- 
scribed by Kierkegaard in terms which could as readily 
have been used in expounding the doctrine of the per 
Son presented by me in Chapter Four. Kierkegaard. 


speaking of the self (what I have spoken of as the 
person), says 


He (the self) has himself . . . as a task, in such a sort that 
the task is principally to order, cultivate, temper, enkindle, 
repress, in short to bring about a proportionality in the 
soul, a harmony, which is the fruit of the personal virtues: 
(Either| Or. p- 267) 


This harmony is not one whose elements can be selected 
at will or whim. The self is a kind of destiny in th? 
it is a personal identity whose elements are given ! 1 
the non-personal, by history and by the life of the in 
dividual. In my own terms, the person is not a creatio? 

but an avowal of the individual as in f4€ 


de novo, 
historically given, an avowal which establishes P^ 
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multifariousness of the individual in a new harmony, 
in the unity of a personal identity which is accepted as 
such by itself. 


The individual thus becomes conscious of himself as this 
definite individual, with these talents, these dispositions, 
these instincts, these passions, influenced by these definite 
surroundings, as this definite product of a definite environ- 
ment. But being conscious of himself in this way, he 
assumes responsibility for all this. He does not hesitate as 
to whether he shall include this particular trait or the 
other, for he knows that he stands to lose something much 
higher if he does not. T. hus, at the instant of choice he is 
in the most complete isolation . . . and yet at the same 
moment he is in absolute continuity, for he chooses himself 


as product. ... 
(Either| Or, p. 255) 


We have already referred to Kierkegaardian lan- 
guage in which the element of will and of choice is 
stressed in connection with the establishment of this 
unity which is the self. Kierkegaard constantly refers to 
the ‘task’ of ‘choosing one's self". Kierkegaard is ex- 
plicitly aware that it is natural to speak of this unity 
in terms of knowledge and ignorance; he often does so 
himself. But he is equally emphatic and explicit in his 
view of what lies at the heart of this ‘knowledge’ : 
elf, but this knowledge 
it is a reflection upon 
nd therefore I have de- 
ion ‘choose oneself 


The ethical individual knows hims 
1s not a mere contemplation. . - » 
himself which itself is an action, à 
liberately preferred to use the express 
instead of know oneself. 

(Either| Or, p. 263) 


aard, the relation relating to its 
f a kind of unity, through 
vement, in which the dis- 


Thus, for Kierkeg 
own self is the establishing © 
a will-like, or choice-like mo 
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parate engagements of the historically given individual 
are taken up out of their particularistic immediacy, 
their ‘aesthetic’ movement towards mere gratification, 
and transformed by integration into the unity of the 
self. This movement, which is the founding of spirit, 
is an ‘ethical choice’, Says Kierkegaard. It is, he says 
the choice of good-and-evil as against the life of im- 
mediacy. Thus the founding of spirit is the establish- 
ment of the ethical agent. Or, to put the matter 1n 
slightly different language to which we shall recur in 
the final chapter of this book: To choose oneself as 
an ethical agent is in itself a spiritual act, and only 
Prospectively an ethical act. It is this distinction be- 
tween the spiritual and the ethical act which is aban- 
doned by Sartre. Sartre sees the total acceptance of re 
Sponsibility for oneself (roughly: avowal by the person 
of the entire individual) as the realization of the ideal- 
But Kierkegaard makes a distinction when he speaks 
9f the choice of the self as the choice of good-and-evil- 
For the latter phrasing implies that the choice of the 
self is the acceptance of moral responsibility but not 
necessarily the choice of the good. To choose the se 

5 to become a moral agent -wha then may choos? 
evil, Kierkegaard is not clear or explicit about the 1I 
Plications of this distinction. It often seems that in 
Practice he presumes the choice of the self amounts 
eios willing of the Good: and this almost seems t° 
be necessarily his point in Purity of Heart. zh 

I believe there is a distinction to be made here whi¢ 

neither Sartre nor Kierkegaard clearly sees, a distin 
tion I shall expand upon in the last chapter. The dis- 
tinction is that between the person’s acknowledging his 
engagements as his, and his accepting responsibil 4 
for those engagements. Since Sartre abandons all 40° 


trina i : CR es 
l reliance on the notion of ‘objective’ value? 
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acceptance of oneself is the only ‘value’ left for him. 
It is acceptance of responsibility in the fullest sense of 
that word. But Kierkegaard holds to the objective 
value of the Good, of God. Hence he always has in 
mind, though he may not always bring it out clearly 
or explicitly, that the unity in the acceptance of self is 
per se incomplete, that it is the religious dimension in 
Which it is completed, in the relation of the one in- 
dividual facing the one, eternal God. . 
After the preceding remarks, it will be relatively 
easy to see how Kierkegaard will develop his doctrine 
of despair, which is failure in the ‘task’, and sin, which 
is the despair of the Christian even in the face of 
Revelation. ] 
Despair—not willing to be oneself—has various 
forms. One of them we shall not be able to discuss 
directly until later. But several forms are evident. Some- 
one may be more or less ignorant of the possibility of 
this task, and thus he may embrace this life of im- 
mediacy and even suppose that he is single-minded 
and dedicated to some one thing. But what he calls one 
thing is not the One, the eternal, the Good, but it is 
Some particular engagement; the pursuit of the latter 
inevitably has a changing career in the course of time 
and circumstance. Thus honesty must finally reveal 
that it is nor truly ‘one thing’. Or, insofar as a man 
apprehends his task as that of choosing himself—and 
who does not in some degree apprehend this task? — 
he may be sufficiently clever to evade wholehearted 


commitment. 


an a power, a dangerous and at 


Alas there is in every m l 
power is cleverness. . . . 


the same time a great power. This : ; 
Now in the inner world man uses cleverness in a ruinous 


way, in order to keep himself from coming to a decision. 
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In countless ways cleverness can be so misused; t we 
will . . . simply designate this misuse by a definite ex- 
pression: to seek to evade. 


(Either[ Or, p. 127) 


The consequence of this evasion—of this disavowal 
—is, of course, that a danger is indeed avoided, as 
Kierkegaard says, but when this *security in double- 
mindedness is achieved, « . . just at that point he has 
sunk into perdition’ (Either/Or, p. 127). This perdition 
is the double-mindedness inherent in despair at not 
willing to be oneself. Tt is not to will the ethical life. 
Ultimately, in Kierkegaard’s view, it is also not to wil 
the foundation of the authentic religious life—for it 18 
only as what Kierkegaard calls ‘the individual’ (what 
I have termed ‘the Person’) that the saving relation tO 
God can be achieved, H 

Although the theological aspects of Kierkegaard’s 
thought are not of primary interest to us here, there are 
Certain features of his doctrine of self and of self 
deception which cal] for discussion of at least a ‘de- 
mythologized? Version of his theology. Kierkegaard’s 
Spokesman in Either/Or, Judge William, says, ‘I àm 
- +. born by the fact that I choose myself” (Either | OT 
P- 220). But in the same place he also says, ‘I am bor? 
of the principle of contradiction. . . ^ The ‘contradic 
ton? in this choice is brought out when Kierkegaarc 
asks, in Sickness, Whether the self ‘constituted it 
or has ‘been constituted by another’ (p. 146). It W! 
Tepay us to consider this problem which is posed 1” 
Such abstruse terms by Kierkegaard. For it concerns 
the conditions under which we can realize our perm 
ood, or abandon it in self-deception. *de- 
, Kierkegaarq'g View is that the self must be a ‘2° 
rived’, ‘constituted’ relation, not one which ‘constitutes 
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itself’. Thus there is a ‘third term’, a Power which con- 
stitutes the self, in addition to the first term (the syn- 
thesis) and the second term (the self). Why must there 
be a Power which constitutes the self? 

We cannot suppose the person to constitute himself. 
The person could not pre-exist himself; he could not 
exist first, and then afterwards make avowals, identifica- 
tions, and thus bring himself into existence as a per- 
sonal identity. This would be not paradox but non- 
sense. The person is constituted by avowal, and if there 
are not yet avowals, there is not yet a person. On the 
other hand, we cannot suppose that there are avowals 
prior to the existence of the person, these avowals 
ultimately bringing the person into being—for avowals 
are avowals of the person. 

Let us consider this latter point further. Judge 
William says that the essential task is to choose the 
absolute and to do so absolutely—' and what is the 
absolute? Tt is I myself in my eternal validity" (Either | 
Or, p. 218). When Kierkegaard speaks of choosing the 
Self as an absolute choice, a very important part of 
What he means is that the self is not a particular object 
Chosen by (avowed by) a self, nor is the self a parti- 
cular experience of a self. The self is that for which 
there are many particular experiences. The self per- 
sists through the flux of experience and action; it is 
the identity, the unity in the variety, and this is essen- 
tial to its character. The self is eternal, says Kierke- 
gaard, though it participates in the flux of the temporal. 
The self is therefore not something which comes into 
existence affer the choice, affer avowals. It is not 
created by our choice, says Kierkegaard. 

This way of putting the matter—that the self could 
not pre-exist itself and therefore comes into existence 
(is ‘born’) by the fact that I choose myself, and yet 
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that the self must already (eternally) exist in order to 
be chosen and in order to do the ‘choosing’—leads 
Kierkegaard to speak of the self as ‘born of the prin 
ciple of contradiction’ (Either /Or, p. 220). But we can 
formulate the same point somewhat less paradoxically. 
Granted that the ‘choosing of the self’ is not choice 17 
an ordinary sense, but ‘in an absolute sense’, we may 
reasonably argue that Kierkegaard emphasizes the 
paradox precisely as a way of emphasizing that WE 
are not dealing here with the usual situation in which 
an already existent self chooses an object or a course 
of conduct. Instead we are dealing with the emergence 
of the self, and we are simultaneously stressing that the 
self has as its essence a peculiar internal relation which 
We can express by saying that it acknowledges itsel 
as an identity, as a person. Thus it is logically impos- 
sible that there was a time when the person existe 
Which was prior to his acknowledging himself as a per 
Son; or that there was a time when the acknowledgment 
existed prior to his existence as a person. The air O 
paradox enters because the description of the emer- 
gence of the self is cast in terms of ‘choice’, of ‘willing 
oneself’, and in ordinary contexts this does imply cef 
tain temporal relations and a certain logical independ- 
ence between the person who chooses or wills and that 
Which is chosen or willed. The paradox is introduce 
When we adopt the language of choice in which to ta r 
about this emergence of the self. Yet the importa” 
constructive insights of Kierkegaard in this matter 0^ 
rive precisely from his use of this language tO em 
phasize certain features of the entire situation. Thos? 
features are the ones I have tried to isolate by use ° 
vow’, ‘acknowledge’, and ‘identify oneself as’- 9 
The self does emerge. What ‘power’ brings it about à 
Having rejected as unintelligible the individual © 
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pre-existent self as the ‘power’ which brings this about, 
we are led to what Kierkegaard calls the ‘third term’, 
the Power which does bring it about. We may expati- 
ate upon this Power in theological terms, as Kier- 
kegaard does, or we may, for the time being, merely 
say that the world is such as to bring it about that 
individuals do become persons; this is an issue we need 
not debate here. We need only add that, on either view, 
the self is, as Kierkegaard says, grounded *transpar- 
ently in that Power which posited it. For, by ‘trans- 
parent’ I believe he means that whatever the nature 
of that grounding Power, its grounding role in no way 
whatsoever vitiates the fact that a self has the identity 
that it has entirely by virtue of its own acknowledgment 
of itself as itself, What the person disavows (dis- 
identifies himself with) is indeed not himself (though 
the individual may continue in the engagement). In 
Kierkegaard’s language: ‘. . . only that belongs to me 
essentially which I ethically (i.e., as a person) accept 
as my task. If I refuse to accept it, then what belongs 
to me is that I have refused it’ (Either/Or, p- 265). It 
is this entire coincidence of the content of the self with 
what it acknowledges as itself that reveals what Kier- 
kegaard means when he speaks of the self as freely 
and absolutely ‘willed’ or ‘chosen’, as grounded trans- 
parently in the Power which posits it. 

On the other hand, it is the necessity for a Power to 
constitute the self, it is the self's incapacity to con- 
stitute itself which calls for a profound humility with 
respect to our task. Indeed, it is the evasion of this 
recognition and this humility which constitutes the 
main form of despair we have not yet discussed— des- 
pairingly willing to be oneself". This is the despair of 
hubris, as it were; it is the despair of trying to carry out 
the task entirely as an act of personal will. 
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Despair is eradicated, says Kierkegaard, when two 
conditions are fulfilled: (1) one takes up the task of 
willing to be oneself, (the ‘relation relating itself to its 
own self’); and, (2) the self is ‘grounded transparently 
in the ‘Power which constituted it’. We can paraphrase 
this, in the language of Chapter Four, by saying: Self- 
deception is resolved when the disavowed engagement 
of the individual is avowed; authentic avowal must be 
understood as a peculiarly personal and unique 
manoeuvre Which is not subject like ordinary actions 
to the natural contingency of the immediate time and 
circumstance of the action, nor is it an ‘act of will’ of 
‘choice’ in the ordinary sense of these phrases, though 
avowal has features akin to action, will, and choice. 

We can tie together the Kierkegaardian themes 
which we have now discussed: Purity of heart is 10 
Will one thing and to will it absolutely—it is the Se 
as the unity of the entire individual acknowledged as 
self; it is thus the founding of the eternal, of that which 
endures through change and even within change; it 18 
the condition of the truly ethical life, and ultimately 
of the truly saving religious life. Insofar as the person 
fails ever to avow, or disavows his individual engage 
ments, he is to that extent immersed in the particular 
and immediate, has abdicated the harmonious unity 
and synthesis of the ethical, and is in despair. It is 1" 
the nature of despair that it is double-mindedness- 
Whether we view the self-deceiver as inwardly evasive 
11 a Clever way towards himself, or whether We yen 
him externally as nothing but engagement in the te™ 
Poral, the particular, the immediate, there is a funda 
mental multipleness in his existence. In either CaS€' 
he is seen as the victim, within time, of particularity, 


rather than as the eternal surveyor of time and mult 
plicity. 


CHAPTER SIX 


EGO AND COUNTER-EGO 


I find myself for a moment in the interesting position of 
not knowing whether what I have to say should be re- 
garded as something long familiar and obvious or as some- 
thing entirely new and puzzling. But I am inclined to 
think the latter. 

I have at last been struck by the fact that . . - 

(23, 275) 

ng words in Freud's 


THESE are the provocative openi 
humously published 


last paper, unfinished and post 
under the title, ‘The Splitting of the Ego in the Process 
of Defence.’ Freud’s opening remark is all the more 
provocative because he had just previously made two 
attempts, both left incomplete by him, to present a de- 
finitive testatement of psychoanalytic theory. With 
these uncompleted efforts in the immediate back- 
ground, he turned to ‘The Splitting of the Ego...’ and 
one naturally suspects that the provocative opening 
words of this last short paper may announce some 
fundamental new insight which he had been struggling 
to assimilate. 

On its face, this last paper is merely a brief re- 
statement of material quite familiar from discussions 
in a number of Freud’s writings. These discussions go 
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as far back as the early writings; they are m oo 
time to time in later papers; and they repe Aid 
usually large proportionate part of the hig Ü had 
densed Outline of Psychoanalysis, on which he 
been working only a few months prior. " 
That the material in *The Splitting of the Ego d 
Should look familiar to us is to be expected, eee 
Freud himself introduces it as having a ‘long pom 
and obvious' look. What was there about it, — E 
was 'entirely new and puzzling’? It must have be 


: ET > ; now 
à way of seeing the familiar ‘fact by which he was 
‘struck’ anew. 


I believe that 
sight analogous 
earlier chapters 
generalizin 


What struck Freud was a central E 
to that which I have developed [o 
of this book. He saw a new jap 
g the role of the ego in defence, a vali 
Which for the first time could bring into focus pac 
fundamental implications of his entire theory, a deep 
Which had the Potential for resolving certain did 
conceptual problems internal to his theory. B 
not live to develop the potential of this new per 
Some aspects of it have in effect been central to un- 
Tecent theoretica] discussions of defence and To dro 
Conscious in the Psychoanalytic literature. But nify- 
discussions have Still failed to expose the central, mds 
ing element in Freud's insight because they are 
ally cast in the old terms. a- 

I propose to review briefly here some of the Ads 
mental conceptua] problems internal to psychoan ro- 
theory which call for the solution Freud finally € 
Posed. Such a critique is necessary if we are to T im 
ate the significance of his new proposals. For a te of 
Portant element in the entire affair is to eret 
to press questions which have remained hit 
unformulated or, by and large, ignored. 
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Some Fundamental Questions Concerning Defence 


The first of the specific problems internal to psycho- 
analytic theory with which we shall take up the 
discussion is an old one. It was long ago identified 
and partly resolved by Freud, and it was then lost from 
sight until very recently. 

Defence is unconscious: although the clinical data 
forced this fact upon Freud, his earlier theory was in- 
consistent with it. The earlier versions of his theory 
postulated conflict between what is unconscious and 
what is conscious; defence was viewed as a positive 
effort by consciousness aimed at keeping unconscious 
something which strives towards consciousness. Yet in 
clinical work Freud saw that the patient is not conscious 
that he is engaged in defence; moreover the patient 
actively resists becoming conscious of the defence as 
well as that which he is defending himself against. 
Thus what is defined by theory as an activity of con- 
sciousness turns out in the clinic to have the typical 
marks of the unconscious: it is phenomenologically 
not conscious, and there is persistent effort to keep it 
so. 


It is well known how Freud at last proposed funda- 


mental elaborations of his theory in order to resolve 
this difficulty (along with certain others which do not 
concern us here and which I shall simply pass by in 
silence), Consciousness Was no longer postulated to 
be an essential feature of the defending agency. The 
latter was now called by Freud the ego, a term he had 
earlier used loosely but to which he now proceeded 
to give a specific, technical sense. He characterized 
the ego as an agency which is in part conscious (or 
pre-conscious), and also in part unconscious. Conscious- 
ness is now a ‘quality’ which may or may not belong 
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to certain of the ego functions. In accordance with 
the clinical data, defensive manoeuvres are charac- 
terized as unconscious ego manoeuvres. The earlier 
inconsistency between theory and fact is removed. 

A contradiction was removed—yet this was by no 
means equivalent to providing a specific, intelligible 
account of the unconsciousness of defence. The prob- 
lem as Freud left it, and as it in my opinion still exists. 
may be expressed in the form of two closely related 
sets of questions. 

(1) If it is the ego which regulates defence, which, 
for example, Tepresses an id derivative, how does it 
keep itself unconscious of what it is doing? Is its defen- 
sive activity dynamically unconscious, i.e., itself the 
object of defence? But then how shall we account for 
this latter defensive manoeuvre, i.e., the *second-level 
manoeuvre of keeping from consciousness the initia 
defensive Manoeuvre? Is this ‘second-level’ defensive 
manoeuvre available to consciousness, or is it in tur” 
dynamically unconscious because, for example, 1% 
Pressed by still a third level of repressive defence" 
Then somewhere, finally, we must come to grips Wit? 
the problem of the last term in this hierarchy. Is the 
last defence in the hierarchy conscious (or readily avai 
able to consciousness)? The only alternative tO an 
infinite regress would seem to be to suppose that Lun 


defence—or at least the last defence in such a hier 


; e n, 
archy—is not dynamically unconscious. How, the 
shall we accoun 


t for that resistance to the uncovering 
of defence which is actually found in therapy? We pe 
back to the original problem: How can the ego i 
itself, hide from itself? This problem was energetically 
Pressed by Sartre, but it has received very little agen 


tion in the psychoanalytic literature. he 
he second ' 


set of questions concerns not AOW 
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ego keeps defences unconscious, but why. Indeed the 
question is broader than this: why should the ego aim 
to keep anything at all unconscious, whether it be de- 
fence or impulse? This, which I take to be the more 
fundamental problem at the core of psychoanalytic 
theory, has so far as I know been raised neither by 
psychoanalysts nor by contemporary philosophical re- 
interpreters of Freud such as Sartre or, more recently, 
Ricoeur. The question bears elaboration. 

Let us suppose that the defensive rejection of an 
impulse is designed not merely to inhibit its expression 
but characteristically to ‘hide’ its existence. But from 
whom or what is the impulse to be hidden? Other per- 
sons in the environment? If this were all, it would 
merely be a case of ordinary deception, whereas what 
is characteristic of defence is that one ‘hides’ some- 
thing from oneself. But where shall we locate the inner 
‘victim’ of this secretiveness? Is the impulse to be 
hidden from the id? This makes no sense, for it is the 
impulse of the id. Is it to be hidden from the superego? 
No, for it is typically the superego which perceives the 
emerging id derivatives, and which typically initiates 
the defence by inducing anxiety in the ego. Is the im- 
pulse to be hidden from the ego? Surely not, for the 
ego is by definition that ‘agency’ which takes into 
account both the impulse and the conflicting superego 
demands, and which then designs and executes the 
defensive manoeuvre. Furthermore since the impulse 
remains active in the id, defence is a continuing pro- 
cess; the ego must therefore remain continuously 
cognizant of all relevant factors if defence is to suc- 
ceed. However, if nothing relevant is ‘hidden’ from 
id, ego, or superego, what is the point of keeping any- 
thing from being conscious? We can no longer assume 
it to be—as is usually assumed—some kind of hiding 
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of the impulse from oneself, some kind of ignorance 
due to successful ‘disguise’. The plausibility of assign- 
ing importance to consciousness has typically de- 
rived from use of this word to suggest or even to imply 
knowledge. As we have noted in earlier chapters, this 
assimilation of ideas is encouraged by such tran- 
Sitional terms as ‘awareness’, or such bridging 
metaphors as ‘see’. However in the present case the 
imputation of knowledge to consciousness, and ignor- 


ance to unconsciousness, seems to have lost its 
Justification. 


The thesis that the concept of consciousness lacks 


further interest for Psychoanalytic theory has been 
argued in very recent years by some of the leading 
theoreticians among relatively orthodox psycho- 
analysts. We shall discuss these views shortly. These 
Writers have not appreciated, however, that the rele- 
gation of the question of consciousness from the centre 
to the periphery of Psychoanalytic attention leaves 4 

the more acute the question as to how defence serves 
the purpose that theory presumes it to serve. Defence 
aims to reduce anxiety, of course, and so long as the 
main outcome of defence was thought to be a form 
of self-induced ignorance, it made a certain sense Ux 
Suppose that *what you don't know wont worry yOu: 
But once we abandon the notion that defence brings ê 
kind of blissful ignorance to some ‘agency’ of the 
mind, the question forces itself upon one: why should 
anxiety be reduced by defence any more than, better 
than, or differently than would be the case if we merely 
curbed our impulses and/or deceived others quit 
consciously? . 

Nor can we be quite so ready to abandon the notio? 
of Consciousness in Psychoanalytic theory: after all, 
why is so much effort expended by psychoanalytt¢ 
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therapists—even those who now minimize the signi- 
ficance of consciousness—to impart insight at the right 
moment? 

All these questions require detailed discussion. 


How The Ego Keeps Its Defences Unconscious 


With respect to the first set of questions, in which 
the issue is not why but how defence is kept uncon- 
scious, there have been, at last, several recent attempts 
to resolve the problem. Gill is one of those who has 
for this purpose elaborated on the view of Rapaport 
and others that the defence is kept from conscious- 
ness by being in turn the object of further ego defence. 
Gill maintains that the series of defences against de- 
fences form a ‘hierarchy’ of defences which may be of 
great complexity (pp. 98ff.). The inevitable problem— 
avoidance of the implication of infinite regress—is 
handled by Gill in a way which is suggestive, yet un- 
fortunately too vague and ambiguous to disclose the 
important issues here. He argues that there is always 
in each series of defences against defences a last term: 
a ‘specific content which is able to attain conscious- 
ness, and though it serves defensive purposes is not 
recognized as a defence’ (italics in original, p. 98). i 

The phrase on which Gill’s entire proposal rests is: 
‘not recognized as’. It is a phrase with no technical 
status, and it is crucially ambiguous. Presumably Gill 
here means that the ‘defensive purpose’ is in some way 
not conscious. We must ask: Is it unconscious because 
of defence (ie., is it dynamically unconscious), or is 
it merely not conscious but readily available to con- 
sciousness (i.e. preconscious)? It is on exactly this 
distinction that the problem turns. If ‘not recognized’ 
means ‘preconscious’, then the hypothesis amounts to 
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saying that the ‘defensive purpose’ is preconscious; and 
Gill has already said that the ‘defensive content’ is ‘able 
to attain consciousness’, i.e., is preconscious. In short, 
on this interpretation both content and purpose are 
preconscious. This interpretation is implausible if only 
because, assuming it to be his meaning, there would 
have been no reason to contrast defensive content an 
defensive purpose as he does in his formula. 

_ On the other hand, if ‘not recognized’ means—as 
it surely must mean if it is to fit the clinical data—not 
conscious due to some resistance to making it con 
scious, then we are back to the infinite regress which 
the proposal was designed to avoid: whence comes this 
resistance to ‘recognizing’ the defensive purpose; an 
What keeps it, in turn, unconscious? 

It is plain that we get no further in solving OUT 
Problem by inserting a hierarchy of defences, but We 
shall later see that Gill's distinction in this context 
between the content of the defence and the purpose 
of the defence can be a helpful one here. And it may 
be remarked at once that it amounts, in substance: to 
the point made in an earlier chapter concerning the 
Overt playing of a role (the conscious content) while 
disavowing the role-playing conduct (unconscious pur- 
pose). Thus our earlier conceptual analysis is supporte 
by Gill’s clinical and theoretical insight. But, for 120K 
SER coherent Psychoanalytic doctrine of defence; his 
= formulation remains ambiguous and inco?" 

ete. 

, The chief alternative to the type of view held by Gill 
is that proposed by Eissler. The latter argues tO t 

effect that we have a pseudo-problem, that we need no 
account for how defences become unconscious: poti 
says Eissler, defences don’t become unconscious sinc? 
they are inherently non-conscious. Eissler uses à K” 
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analogy: we are not conscious of the process by which 
an image on our retina is transformed and ‘projected’ 
into the external world; we are conscious only of the 
result, of the object as finally seen located in space. 
Analogously, a defence-generated symptom emerges 
in consciousness, but the ego has no more need to take 
Special steps to keep the defensive process unconscious 
than it has in the case of visual processes. Both the 
defensive process and the visual projection process are 
i their very nature not conscious; they are not 
dynamically unconscious’ (pp. 34f.). 

While it is of course true that the visual processes 
Mentioned by Eissler are inherently non-conscious, 
this is not entirely so with respect to defence. Indeed, 
what is distinctive about defence is that in certain 
crucial respects it bears the marks of the dynamically 
unconscious: in certain respects it can become con- 
scious, but we resist consciousness of it. We need only 
recall that it is dynamic insight into the defences which 
has long been associated by psychoanalysts with a 


movement towards health. Whatever the reasons, good 
Or bad, for this supposition, it would have been un- 
to as ‘defence’ were 


intelligible if what is referred 1 
necessarily and totally non-conscious.. Eissler has 
clearly evaded the problem by allowing himself to con- 
centrate his attention on the tempting analogies be- 
tween vision and defence, while losing sight of the 
lack of analogy in certain critical respects. 

Before beginning our own constructive account of 
how defence can be unconscious, let us note that for 
present purposes there is no theoretical problem about 
how the repressed impulse is kept for consciousness. 
According to standard doctrine, the ego withholds a 
hypercathexis (i.e., the specific attention-cathexis which 
establishes a mental content as explicitly conscious). 
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In addition, the ego directs a counter-cathexis on to 
the ideational derivatives of the impulse, thus remov- 
ing them from status as preconscious (i.e., from the 
status of being available for attention hypercathexis). 
The impulse is now dynamically unconscious. (We 
shall ignore the complicating factor of id-cathexes for 
the time being, since it is not relevant to our immedi- 
ate problem.) 

The crucial question for us, of course, concerns not 
the means by which the impulse is kept unconscious 
but the means by which the defensive activity itself is 
kept unconscious. The answer to this question lies In 
turning our question upside down. Instead of asking 
how the defensive action is kept unconscious, we nee 
to ask how it—or any mental content—ever is made 
to be conscious. Instead of being puzzled by a mental 
content’s not being Conscious, we must become puzzle 
a bit by its becoming conscious, 

The question as typically formulated rests on a COM 
cern with the Counter-cathexis, the relatively exceP" 
tional, special manoeuvre by which the ego defends 
itself against what is radically alien to it. Psycho" 
analysts have tended to overlook the significance of the 
fact that the mere absence of counter-cathexis is PO 
enough to make something explicitly conscious, thoni 
it allows it to be preconscious. The ego has a furthe 
task if it is to make an ego activity (or indeed any 
mental activity) explicitly conscious. As we an 
already noted, Psychoanalytic theory postulates ? 
additional Cathexis, an ‘attention hypercathexis » i 
anything is to be made explicitly conscious. To p e 
mental element is preconscious is to say, among oth 
things, that it satisfies all the conditions for being 
Conscious except one... it is not hypercathected. ms 

I am not concerned here with the many proble 


EGO AND COUNTER-EGO 121 


generated by the much debated theoretical concept of 
cathexis. What is crucial to my argument is the psycho- 
analytic postulate that becoming explicitly conscious 
requires a quite specific *mental act', an act in which 
the ego selects a particular item from an indefinitely 
large range of possible items, and highlights this parti- 
cular item. Can we say anything more about the nature 
of this act? 

I have shown in detail elsewhere (Self in Trans- 
formation, Ch. 1) that, whatever the other changes in 
his theoretical views over the years, Freud always was 
convinced that language was the essence, or very 
intimately related to the essence, of preconsciousness 
and consciousness. This strongly suggests, though 
Freud never put it this way, that the *mental act’ de- 
noted by ‘hypercathexis’ is essentially a kind of lin- 
guistic or paralinguistic act. It is, I suggest, much the 
same as what I have called ‘spelling-out’. I think it 
reasonable to say that preconsciousness is the state of 
being available for spelling-out on particular appro- 
priate occasions, and that Freud means by ‘conscious 
what I have called ‘explicit consciousness. — 

The ego does not hypercathect at random or in some 
automatic way; it hypercathects when there is reason 
to do so—and of course it will not hypercathect when 
(a) there is no reason to do so, or (b) there is over- 
riding reason not to do so. The latter consideration is 
relevant in the case of defence. For a defensive counter- 
cathexis (which corresponds, as we shall see, with 
what I call disavowal) amounts to a removal, as a mat- 
ter of ‘policy’, of some mental content from the status 
of being available to hypercathexis, i.e., spelling-out. 

It is time now to sort out briefly various aspects of 
what psychoanalysts call *defence'. This will not only 
enable us to distinguish those aspects which are in- 
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herently nonconscious from those which are capable 
of being conscious, but it will remove critical vagueness 
which handicaps from the start the attempts of Gill and 
Eissler. A 
In speaking of ‘the defences’ one sometimes has in 
mind the forms of defence (the types of ‘defence 
mechanisms), e.g, repression, projection, reaction 
formation. These are classifications within psycho- 
logical doctrine, not immediate data of a subject's con- 
Sciousness. There are also, as already noted, the 
hypothesized ‘processes’ of defence, the shifts !n 
cathexes. This is an explanatory model, never an int 
mediate datum in consciousness, and it is in this connec 
tion that we deal with what is sound in Eissler’s theses: 
‘Defence’ is also used with reference to the content 
of the defence. For example, the content of the reaction- 
formation defence against aggressive impulses would, 
of course, be an excessive and inflexible ‘affectionate 
ness’ of manner, an ‘affectionateness’ which is not 
rooted in, or at least not entirely rooted in genuinely 
affectionate impulses. We need now to make a distin 
tion that is not usually made here. This content may 
become conscious, but so long as the defence is effec- 
tive, it remains nonconscious, not hypercathected. In 
his role as one who is affectionate, the defensively 
affectionate’ person says and does the things at least 
superficially characteristic of a genuinely affectionate 
Person. The latter is or can readily become conscious 
of his affection. But it is erroneous to say, as Gill does» 
that defensive content can become conscious eve? 
while remaining the content of defence. A tacit aware- 
hess of this point is often reflected in informal com 
ment to the effect that the defensive person doesn 
see’ his pseudo-affectionateness as it ‘really’ i$: Pe 
cannot express to himself or others what to us are the 


—- 
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distinctive elements of his comportment. He says, ‘I 
was cordial, wasn't I?" We would say he was annoy- 
ingly effusive. If he attains insight into his defence in 
the course of therapy, he seems to ‘see’ it for the first 
time. Then he can say—with complete conceptual pro- 
priety—that he never really felt the affection he had 
claimed. For he now appreciates, in effect, that his 
claims of affection were not ever expressions of what 
he was feeling; they were gestures belonging to a role 
he was not explicitly conscious he was playing. Even 
his ‘explicit’ protestations when challenged— But I 
do feel very affectionate towards Aunt Martha'—were 
not expressions of the ‘content of consciousness’ but 
the required gestures of one who plays the role of 
affectionate nephew. We register this tacitly when we 
sense the artificiality of his protestation, even as we 
grant that in a way he is sincere, not uttering a bare- 
faced lie. If we say he is confused about his own feel- 
ings, we mean, in effect, that he purposefully does not 
spell-out to himself or others the feelings he has. 

In speaking of defence we often refer to the specific 
aim of the defence; for example the aim would be to 
inhibit and/or camouflage an aggressive impulse to- 
wards a parent-figure. Our aims, of course, can in 
general become conscious (be hypercathected). In the 
case of defence, however, there is resistance to becom- 
ing conscious of the aim; the ego carefully avoids 
hypercathecting it. 

There is, finally, the generic motive for defence, 
anxiety. Anxiety may also, in general, become con- 
scious, though typically consciousness of the motive 
for defence is resisted. 

We have by no means exhausted all aspects of de- 
fence, but the preceding will serve as a basis for stat- 
ing explicitly, within the framework of current theory, 
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and more completely than we have been able to do until 
now, how it is that defence is kept from consciousness. 
The aim of inhibiting the expression of an aggtes- 
sive impulse is the kind of thing which in general can 
become conscious. When this is the aim of defence, 
there is a peculiar difficulty: to hypercathect the aim 
would be to hypercathect the aggressive impulse as 
well, for the aggressive impulse is an essential con- 
stituent of the content of the aim. But if we assume 
there is defence, we are assuming the aggressive 1m- 
pulse has been counter-cathected; thus it now is in 4 
status which precludes hypercathexis, Thus, in turn, 
the aim of inhibiting the impulse is perforce excluded 
from hypercathexis, too, Much the same kind of argu 
ment holds with regard to the motive of defence: tO 
hypercathect the anxiety as due to the aggressive inr 
pulse 1S Of course to hypercathect the impulse. But 
this, as already remarked, is excluded. At most the 
ego may hypercathect the anxiety per se. But of course 
the anxiety will then be perceived either as free 
floating anxiety or as attached (displaced) to some other 
datum of consciousness, 
. Thus, to summarize, given a counter-cathexis of the 
impulse, the entire dynamic complex is excluded from 
consciousness—a theoretical conclusion which exactly 
conforms with clinical fact. This conclusion also 15 
parallel to the account T have given of the automatically 


— — aspect of the policy not to spell something 
out. 


The Splitting of the Ego 


- 
We now have a coherent theory as to how Lupo 

Pulse and defence do not reach consciousness. is 

Surprising question which now faces us is this: WhY 
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absence from consciousness a defence? The discussion 
in section III strongly suggests that no important pur- 
pose can be served by keeping anything from con- 
Sciousness. We assumed in Part III that the ego does 
defend itself in this way, but we cannot evade the fact 
that our detailed account, though showing the struc- 
ture of defence, makes it seem puzzlingly pointless. 
The analysis up to this point confirms the necessity of 
raising the questions posed in the very first section of 
this chapter. 

The question we now face is a surprising question 
because, after all, one of the earliest and most char- 
acteristic insights of psychoanalysis was that the origin 
of much psychopathology lies in the tactic of defending 
oneself from threats, inner or outer, by keeping one- 
self unconscious of them. This distinctive and illuminat- 
ing insight has suddenly been transformed into a source 
of puzzlement and obscurity. Recent psychoanalytic 
theorists have argued, though not always for identical 
reasons, that the concepts of consciousness, precon- 
sciousness, and unconsciousness play little or no essen- 
tial role in contemporary theory. I believe they are 
wrong. However, even if they are right, the problem 
of the usefulness of defence would remain a central 
problem unresolved within psychoanalytic theory. The 
problem is not only unresolved, it is not even recog- 
nized by psychoanalytic theorists. Everyone has for 
long taken it for granted that defence serves a vital 
purpose; no one has appreciated that the purpose so 
long taken for granted, the only purpose postulated 
by theory, no longer is adequate to its theoretical 
burden. 

Arlow and Brenner have been among the leading 
proponents of the thesis that psychoanalytic theory can 
get along without the use of the ‘conscious-unconscious’ 
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cluster of concepts. They hold that in the work of the 
analyst, ‘To characterize a mental element as accessible 
or inaccessible to consciousness does not tell us what 
we need to know' (p. 112). 

There is much force in their detailed argument. Yet 
a healthy respect for the oldest and most characteristic 
of psychoanalytic insights in psychoanalysis might sug- 
gest caution. In fact the seeds of inner inconsistency are 
to be found in Arlow and Brenner’s own exposition of 
their thesis. . 

For example, Arlow and Brenner present material 
from two different cases in which, in each instance, it 
is important to their commentary that certain inter- 
pretations, believed to be correct by the analyst, were 
nevertheless not presented to the patient at a certain 
time (pp. 106-9). To have presented these interpreta- 
tions at that point, say Arlow and Brenner, would have 
been inappropriate, in one case perhaps dangerous. In 
thus acknowledging the critical therapeutic role of 
Interpretation, Arlow and Brenner accept in practice 
what in theory they reject: for, what is interpretation 


if not the attempt to make explicitly conscious what 


was not conscious? 

It will not help their case to argue that the newer 
aim of psychoanalysis is not so much ‘to make the 
unconscious conscious’ but rather to bring it about La 
‘where id was, there shall ego be’. We may readily grant 
the historical shift of emphasis expressed in these 
familiar slogans. The fact remains that therapeuti® 
interpretation, aimed at dynamic insight, remains 
Principal analytic tool to achieve this newer am. f 
such, interpretation —and thus the making conscious © 
what was unconscious—must remain of prae 
interest for both practice and theory. The Arlow an 
Brenner monograph, however, has little to say OP 


EGO AND COUNTER-EGO 127 


therapy, nothing to say about the nature of dynamic 
insight. This is a predictable oversight in an argument 
designed to induce us to dispense with the conscious- 
unconscious distinction. 

It seems that, at least in therapeutic practice, we 
cannot dismiss the question of the consciousness status 
of a mental content; but neither can we dismiss the 
more recent, theoretical lines of argument exemplified 
in the Arlow and Brenner monograph. 

I propose, in summary, certain postulates which T 
believe must be accepted and which in fact are accepted 
in the solution which I shall present to this dilemma. 
These postulates derive, respectively, from the tradi- 
tional psychoanalytic viewpoint, the newer Arlow- 
Brenner type of emphasis, and my own analysis of self- 
deception in earlier chapters. 

(1) The traditional element: Defence is not merely 


the inhibition of discharge, for this in itself would 
amount only to self-control; defence characteristically 
e as well. Furthermore, this 


has a self-alienating natur 
self-alienation in defence is characteristically reflected 


in an alteration of consciousness. 

(2 The Arlow-Brenner thesis: What primarily 
counts in defence is the ‘dynamic’ aspect, not the pre- 
sence or absence of some ‘mental quality’, i.e., some 
para-perceptual or cognitive element. 

(3) My own thesis: The alteration of consciousness 
in defence should not be understood primarily in terms 
of knowledge and ignorance but, instead, by reference 
to the ‘dynamics’ of defence—that is, by reference to 
those features of defence which we would in everyday 
language refer to in such terms as ‘purpose’, ‘will’, 
‘motive’, and, finally, ‘action’. 

It is fundamental to the solution I propose that one 
recalls how, from the very beginning, defence has been 
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conceived psychoanalytically as the establishment of 
à kind of split in the psyche. Prior to the development 
of Freud's ego psychology, the split was conceived to 
be between the Conscious and the Unconscious, each 
eventually conceived as a system. By the 1920's, when 
the newer theses concerning anxiety and the ego-id- 
Superego trio were developed, the split was conceived 
to be essentially between the ego (prodded by the super- 
ego) and the id. The two versions, however, retain à 
remarkable parallelism, a persistent cluster of insights, 
which is of special interest to us here. In both versions, 
the conflicting entities are conceived as systems which 
are quasi-autonomous, indeed incompatible, alienated 
from one another. One system contains what has been 
Tejected by the other. The former system operates 
according to the ‘archaic’, ‘primary process’; logical, 
temporal and causal relations are ignored, part stands 
for whole, isolated similarities establish equivalencies, 
and so on. The latter system operates to the more 
ational "secondary process’. The two systems interact 
n co-ordination. 

m in these respects of the 
the theory, neither system 
For example, unconscious 
th the earlier and later vet 
the system which contains 
hich operates according tO 
matter of clinical fact, how- 
s are found to be organize 

g to the (rational) secondary 
as this arise because bot 

are parallel in insisting CO™ 
e is a split in the psyche, bU 


EGO AND COUNTER-EGO 129 


element split off from the Ego takes on a markedly 
‘primitive’ character, and he fails adequately to stress 
the great extent to which the element split off still 
retains fundamental characteristics of the Ego (and 
superego). 

If we correct this one-sidedness, the situation can be 
stated as follows. The result of defence is to split off 
from the more rational system (i.e., the system which 
is defended) a nuclear, dynamic complex. This nuclear 
entity is a complex of motive, purpose, feeling, per- 
ception, and drive towards action. It is, for example, 
an angry and competitive impulse to damage one’s 
father as object of envy; or it may be an erotic and 
competitive impulse to arrange matters so as to be the 
adored son. And in such cases there is typically a sense 
of guilt as an element in the complex, the guilt being of 
a kind which is appropriate to a relatively infantile 
appreciation of the impulse and its expression. Also 
integral to such impulses is a limited but genuine 
capacity to adapt the expression of the impulse to vary- 
ing reality situations. 

Of course what we have been describing is a kind of 
split-off ego-structure. True, it is only a nucleus of an 
ego, split-off from the highly elaborated Ego. In re- 
lation to the Ego it is rudimentary in organization, 
especially with regard to the way it now fails to reflect 
the richness of the Ego's learning and many identifica- 
tions. Isolated as it is from the learning and experimen- 
tation constantly engaged in by a healthy Ego, the 
split-off nucleus remains relatively static (and there- 
fore relatively rudimentary) as compared to the con- 
tinually maturing Ego. The longer it remains split-off, 
the greater the disparity between split-off nucleus and 
the Ego—and therefore the greater the tendency for 


it to remain split-off. 
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Why is such an ego-nucleus split-off from E p 
It is because the incompatibility between t e a 
nucleus and the current Ego are so great, pe idem 
the integrative capacities of that Ego, that E m 
gives up any attempt to integrate the ego-nuc 2 Teated 
The Ego then adopts some more or less sop iS oe 
version of the Ur-defence postulated by Freud: dea 
speak, the Ego says, This is not-me. The Ego tside' 
this unassimilable but still ego-like system as ‘ou 
rather than ‘inside’. . 

This earliest defence of the infant against pen. 
postulated by Freud, is in fact, I maintain, the re of 
of all defence. This proposal is squarely in the spi a 
Freud’s theory-building, in which we find that it (hs 
characteristic Conceptual strategy to postulate ie 
earliest form of any category of response as the E ad 
upon which later refinements and elaborations 0 
category of response are built. 

The defensive outcome, then, is to establish con 
may call a counter-ego nucleus, this nucleus hse ihe 
Structural aspect of counter-cathexis. The notion o à 
counter-ego nucleus is thus a generalization in ‘str 


à D ter- 
tural' terms of the ‘economic’ concept of ‘coun 
cathexis’, 


What I have said 
account in essen 
known since Fr 
in just this wa 
facts in such a 


above constitutes, I believe, a 
tially psychoanalytic language of -- 

eud, though never before — a = 
y. I have described these long fami foe 
Way as to emphasize that the deen aD 
itting of the ego which is not pt a 
that ‘happens? to the ego but something the ego pe 
à motivated strategy, Tt js this which I believe at Š 
‘struck’ Freud and which furnished the central uos 
of his last paper, ‘The Splitting of the Ego in the P 
cess of Defence’. What Freud called the ‘entirely ne 
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yet ‘long familiar and obvious’ fact was that he was 
‘clearly at fault’ to ‘take for granted the synthetic (i.e., 
integrative) nature of the processes of the ego’ (23, 276). 
For the ego has another major function which had 
always had a generic name, ‘defence’, but whose charac- 
ter as the exact complement of ego-synthesis had never 
been properly understood or appreciated. “The defence 
mechanisms’ had been the label on a basket into which 
a categorially mixed collection of items had been stored. 
It is true that the generic motive for defence—to reduce 
anxiety—was finally appreciated by Freud in the 
1920s. However, the generic mode of operation, or 
even the fact that there is a generic mode of operation 
—the ego’s splitting off from itself a counter-ego nuc- 
leus—was never appreciated by him until the very last 
days of his life. At that time, if I am right, he saw 
this clearly while in the course of a final review and 
restatement of the fundamentals of his theory. 

Freud on a number of occasions used language close 
to that which I have used. He spoke of defence as 
‘disavowal’ or a ‘rejection’ in the case of what was 
‘outer’ or ‘inner’ respectively (Outline, 23, p. 204). He 
finally saw, I think, that the generic aim of defence is, 
in infantile oral terms, to ‘spit out’, or in the more 
everyday language which Freud used, to ‘disavow 
or ‘reject’. This disavowal or rejection is the generic 
feature of defence, and it corresponds to what I have 
called disavowal in earlier chapters. The substance 
of the idea of a splitting of the ego 1s to be found rather 
clearly in his early writings. As on a number of other 
Occasions in his career, Freud was In later life dis- 
covering anew, and in à far broader perspective, an 
idea which had been expressed explicitly by him very 
early. In the early Studies in Hysteria, he wrote in con- 


nection with defence: 
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When this process occurs for the first time there comes into 

being a nucleus and centre of crystallization for the 

formation of a psychical group divorced from the ego— 

a group around which everything which would imply an 

acceptance of the incompatible idea nn 7r 
(A 


The notion of a ‘psychical group’ was used with some 
frequency in the earlier writings of Freud (see 9, pp- 
100-102), but this notion became assimilated to the 
word ‘complex’, which in turn came to be associated 
with certain of Jung’s early ideas. The words no longer 
appear in Freud's writing after his estrangement from 
Jung; and the Freudian notion they express seems lik d 
wise to have dropped below the surface—always im- 
plied, as I have argued, but no longer explicit of 
Properly appreciated. (However a doctrine of 'ego- 


nuclei” has been propounded for many years by 
the distinguished English psychoanalyst, Edward 
Glover.) 


The preceding remarks lead us to see in a new Way 
something of the nature of that resistance which Freud 
called the resistance of the id. A counter ego-nucleus, 
however rudimentary, has its own dynamism; it has that 
thrust towards its own aims which establishes it as e£" 
like rather than id. Herein is a source of that persistence 
which Freud ascribed to the id as repository of the 
Tepressed. Herein is also a source of what has been 
called the cathexes from the id which ‘attract 
additional material into the unconscious. 

_ Psychoanalytic therapeutic technique is basically de- 
signed to offer to the counter-ego the possibility of some 
substantial gratification in altered form and harmon 
ously with the Ego, and to offer to the Ego the possibi- 
lity of a bearable avowal of the counter-ego. = 
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therapist thus makes possible avowal (removal of 
counter-cathexis and integration of the counter-ego 
into the ego). 

The most markedly noticeable expression of avowal 
is usually associated with the new ability to hyper- 
cathect, i.e., the readiness of the patient to spell-out (not 
merely to ‘intellectualize’ about) the impulse which had 
been disavowed. Thus the patient's explicit acceptance 
of a therapeutic interpretation is a distinctive, but not 
à necessary condition, of the giving up of the defence. 
Or in still other words, dynamic insight, the becoming 
conscious of what was unconscious, is not the essence of 
dissolving the defence, nor is it the absolute aim of 
therapy, but it is a distinctive and natural expression of 
one's having abandoned defence. The *dynamic' essence 
of defence is what I have called disavowal. This way of 
putting the matter, which follows from the theoretical 
critique I have presented, also is consistent with the 
traditional emphasis on explicit insight and with the 
newer emphasis by Arlow, Brenner, et al, on the 
dynamics of defence. 

Though I have stressed the ego-like character of 
what is disavowed, this is by way of corrective com- 
pensation for the usual emphasis on its id-character. 
The rudimentary character of counter-ego nuclei, their 
isolation from the civilizing influence of the Ego, and 
the consequent lessening of concern with strict logical, 
causal, temporal, and other highly rational relation- 
ships, makes counter-ego nuclei much cruder, more 
‘primitive’, in the form of their expression. They are 
indeed ‘closer’ to the id insofar as the latter constitutes 
the uncivilized, highly unspecific basic drives. 

To conceive defence in terms of the metaphor of 
*disavowal rather than ‘hiding’ takes some re-thinking 
in contexts where the ‘hiding’ metaphor and the ignor- 
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ance-knowledge schema dominate our use of 'con- 
scious’ and ‘unconscious’. We are now in a position 
to specify those features of the situation in defence 
which justify the traditional language. First and fore- 
most is the fact that the person is unable to spell-out 
(to hypercathect) the defence. This systematic absence 
of hypercathexis (and the limitations which it imposes 
on certain kinds of complex, abstract reasoning and 
prediction) constitute the ‘blindness’ or ‘ignorance’ in 
question. That this is a truncated ignorance is evident 
When we take into account the fact remarked upon 
earlier that patients in therapy report remembering 
that they did at some time in the past have certain 
aims or feelings which were then unconscious. 

It may be appropriate to close these remarks with à 
few words on remembering what was unconscious. 
Memory is, after all, a chief source of un-deception in 
the eyes of not only Freud, but also Kierkegaard (and 
Camus). It seems to me that this remembering in the 
Course of achieving insight can be taken in an almost 
Straightforward sense, the single abnormality about it 
being that One was not able at the time to establish an 
attention hypercathexis of what one now hypercathects 
as a memory. We normally expect that the ability tO 
spell-out something now as a memory is associated 
with the ability at the earlier time to spell it out as 
current engagement. But in the case of defence an 
subsequent insight, this expectation is not warranted. 
One cannot spell-out what one disavows (one cannot 
hypercathect what one counter-cathects). Yet this does 
not change the fact that an individual may be engage 
in a certain way even though the person disavows it 
(the ego countercathects it). Once the engagement !$ 
avowed (the counter-cathexis is withdrawn), the capa- 
city to spell it out now exists. But to spell-out the past 
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as the past is what we term recalling. (Recollection 
is to memory as conscious is to preconscious.) 

Thus it appears that the ability to spell-out at a 
certain time one’s engagement at that time is not a 
necessary condition for recalling that engagement at a 
later time. Recollection of the unconscious is genuine 
recollection; it is not—as some have held, among them 
myself—the dawning and acceptance of a genuinely 
novel apercu. 

In seeing how recollection in therapy is authentic, 
We see that it is indeed not the essence of therapeutic 
Progress, however characteristic it may be. It is aliena- 
tion from or integration into the Ego which is funda- 
mental to the therapy of defence. 


CHAPTER SEVEN 


THE AMBIGUITIES OF 
SELF-DECEPTION—TO BE AND 
NOT TO BE 


THE move into self-deception is, as we know intuitively, 
a morally ambiguous move. So long as we take ignor- 
ance and knowledge to be central to self-deception, We 
can do nothing to resolve this ambiguity or to deepen 
Our insight into it; we are left with the paradoxical 
truth that the self-deceiver ‘in his hear" knows what 
he sincerely denies. This ‘epistemological’ paradox 
generates moral paradox since ignorance and blindness 
exculpate, whereas knowledge, insight and foresight 
inculpate. The inner structure of the moral paradox 
can now be laid bare if we abandon the ‘cognition 
Perception’ family of terms as central and make use 
of the analysis Presented in preceding chapters. 

Demos, in his original formulation of the problem 
of self-deception, holds that a critical moral attitude 
towards the self-deceiver is not only just, it is 4 
criterion of our judging the person to be a genuine self- 
deceiver. The other Philosophical analysts we discussed 
in Chapter Two do not concern themselves with this 
issue (and even Demos loses sight of it almost at once). 
Sartre and Kierkegaard, however, are most emphatic 
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in their condemnation of the self-deceiver. On the other 
hand, Freud, as therapist, was the great exponent of 
the medical, non-judgmental attitude towards self- 
deception. 

The contrast between the opposing attitudes is epito- 
mized in the Sartrian attack upon Freud. Yet it is 
important to compare carefully Sartre’s own doctrine 
of self-deception with his polemical presentation of 
Freud’s. For the more one does so,.the more one sees 
that what Sartre considers to be an intellectually un- 
acceptable paradox when it is embedded in Freud’s 
theory, he enshrines in his own doctrine as the ultimate 
postulate of a dialectical phenomenology of Conscious- 
hess. One might then suppose that Sartre merely prefers 
his dialectical language to Freud’s physicalistic 
imagery, However there is more to it than that. It is, 
4s we have noted, in their moral attitude to the self- 
deceiver that Sartre and Freud differ. Both conceive 
self-deception as essentially a kind of false conscious- 
ness, but Freud tries to account for this in the non- 
teleological language of defence ‘mechanisms’, mental 
‘systems’, and ‘energy’ transfers, whereas Sartre tries 
to cast it in the insistently teleological language and 
Imagery of choice, integrity, and responsibility. On the 
Other hand, Freud never gets completely free of teleo- 
logical language, though he claims this to be merely 
à short cut, a ‘manner of speaking’; and Sartre, in de- 
lineating the ultimate, critical step into mauvaise foi, 
1s forced in turn to reply upon a movement of conscious- 
ness in which it is the unwilled element which is 
Crucial. Thus the attempts at total de-moralization or 
at total moralization of self-deception result, in each 
Case, in taking in at the back door what was cast out 
from the front. 


The analysis of self-deception as the disavowal of a 
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continuing engagement avoids the  all-or-none 
approach, with its accompanying necessity for ‘back- 
door' manoeuvres. Let us see how this is so. 

If we turn first to the context in which a person puts 
himself in self-deception, we can say, generally, that 
such a person has three options. We suppose, of course, 
that the individual is in a situation in which he 1S 
strongly inclined to a form of engagement which is 
radically inconsistent with the person’s governing prin- 
ciples (the person’s avowed aims, ideals, values, cul- 
tivated tastes, moral principles). One option under 
such circumstances is for the individual to forego the 
engagement, or to abandon it if he has already entered 
upon it in some degree. Normally, this is the chosen 
option of the adult person. To say that a person has 
put himself in self-deception, however, is to say that 
the person could not bring about a total abandonment 
of the engagement, 

A second option is to pursue the engagement, the 
Person avowing it as his. To do this would be for 
the person to face a spiritual crisis, for, to borrow the 
Kierkegaardian use of ‘spirit’ discussed earlier, the 
crises of spirit are the crises of the shaping, or the be- 
traying, of the self. In the language of religion, it woul 
be to confess one’s finitude and, if the conflict is pre- 
dominantly moral, one’s sin; it would be to lay onesel 
open, vulnerable, as a radically divided nature, and to 
hope for the grace of some healing movement which 
it is not at the moment entirely within one's own Pet 
sonal powers to effect or even to foresee. Though We 
cannot know beforehand the outcome of such courage» 
the possibility of summoning it up must lie as à boun- 
dary, a spiritual horizon from which all self-deception 
must be viewed. From this perspective, self-deception 15 
always a spiritual failure. Even from this perspective 
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a certain integrity. Not infrequently what is threatened 
is some aspect of integrity rooted in moral concern. 
The less integrity, the less is there motive to enter into 
self-deception. The greater the integrity of the person, 
and the more powerful the contrary individual inclina- 
tions, the greater is the temptation to self-deception 
(the nearer to saintliness, the more a powerful persona- 
lity suffers). It is because the movement into self-decep- 
tion is rooted in a concern for integrity of spirit that 
we temper our condemnation of the self-deceiver. We 
feel he is not a mere cheat. We are moved to a certain 
compassion in which there is awareness of the self- 
deceiver’s authentic inner dignity as the motive of his 
self-betrayal. 

It is this authenticity of moral concern rooted in 
personal integrity which constitutes the basis for optim- 
ism in using insight Psychotherapy. The medically 
oriented psychotherapist is not likely to put matters 
this Way, of course. He is more likely to speak of the 
patient's psychological maturity, or of the level of 
ego-strength which is the necessary ‘technical’ require- 
ment if insight therapy is to be indicated. 

Having looked at self-deception ‘judgmentally’, both 
pro and con, we now turn to explore more fully the 
non-judgmental approach to self-deception, the view 
that the self-deceiver is not to be blamed, that he 
cannot help himself, that he is sick, or deceived (in à 
r$ Rather than appearing as the salaud of Sartre 
desees ee sinner of Kierkegaard, the self- 

ppears before us as the neurotic, as a victim 

ulsive force of the unconscious, as a suf- 

ferer from mental illness. To understand the force of 
this approach, we must turn our attention to another 
aspect of self-deception. 


Disavowal is marked by (1) a surrender of that 
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special authority to express explicitly as one’s own 
the engagement which is disavowed; (2) an authentic 
rejection of personal responsibility for the engagement 
and its consequences, rather than an irresponsible 
Shirking of responsibility; (3) a certain undeflectable 
and irrational persistence in the pursuit of the dis- 
avowed engagement, this by virtue of its estrangement 
from that highly organized, evolving system of engage- 
ments which constitutes the person. 

Taken as a group, these three features of disavowal 
Strongly and rightly lead us to say, when there is 
disavowal, that in certain respects one does not have 
control over what one is doing. Furthermore, the 
inability to spell-out, because of its importance for 
Sophisticated planning and assessment of complex 
engagements, leads to a profound further loss of self- 
control. 

There is thus in self-deception a genuine subversion 
Of personal agency and, for this reason in turn, a 
Subversion of moral capacity. The sensitive and 
thoughtful observer, when viewing the matter this way, 
is inclined not to hold the self-deceiver responsible 
but to view him as a ‘victim’. The more one concen- 
trates one's attention on these aspects of the matter, 
the less do condemnation and forgiveness seem 
relevant. Instead, the victim is to be pitied for the 
mental ‘breakdown’. There emerges the ‘medical’ view 
of self-deception as helplessness due to ‘mental patho- 
logy’. 

The preceding remarks on aspects of self-deception 
Provide a basis for insight into one of the most per- 
Sistent controversies among psychotherapists. This is 
the question of the moral status of psychotherapy. 

here is a wide spectrum of views on this issue. At one 
end of the spectrum is such a view as Buber's, that 
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psychotherapy is in effect a fully personal relationship 
aimed at spiritual and moral transformation. At the 
other end is the view, more or less held by many medical 
psychoanalysts, to the effect that psychotherapy is a 
‘technical’, ‘scientific’, ‘medical’ procedure, having 
only ‘health’ as a value, and therefore being quite 
distinct from moral or religious preaching, teaching, OF 
influence. 

I have tried to show, in my earlier discussion of 
Freud, that he eventually appreciated that his therapy 
had always been oriented primarily to self-acceptance 
(removal of counter-cathexes) rather than to ‘know- 
ledge’ (consciousness) as curative. Avowal of one’s 
engagements is the optimal goal of classical psycho- 
analysis. Such avowal is the necessary condition of 
moral action, but is not itself moral action. It estab- 
lishes the person as such in a particular respect and 
thus makes engagement in the moral life possible. 
As Freud said, the aim of psychoanalysis is not to tell 
the person what is good or bad, or right or wrong in 
a specific context, but to ‘give the patient’s ego free- 
dom to decide one way or the other’ (/9, p. 50). The 
medical aim is thus in substance a spiritual aim. It is 
to help the individual become an agent and cease 
being a patient; it is to liberate, not indoctrinate. 

When the Freudian emphasizes the compulsiveness 
of the unconscious, he is calling attention to the fact 
that it is indeed the individual who is acting, even 
though there is loss of direct control by the person: 
when the Freudian emphasizes the inner conflict be- 
tween the ‘forces’ within different 'systems', he is point- 
ing to the fact that the force of will is a critical factor. 
for the dilemma cannot be defined within, and there- 
fore cannot be resolved within rational framework 
governing both ‘systems’. The ‘existentially’ oriented 
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psychotherapist raises similar issues with a different 
emphasis: he says that the world of the patient is 
through and through intelligible as the world of a 
human being, i.e., that it is a world of engagement, not 
the physicist’s or the disinterested observer's world; 
and he says, further, that it is not by reference to 
established universal values but by a ‘free’, ‘arbitrary’, 
‘absurd’ choice that the world of the patient will be 
of one kind or another. And, because the existentially 
Oriented therapist adopts the emphasis he does, he 
Prefers not to speak of a ‘patient’ at all. 

If we turn for a moment from considering the role 
of therapists to a consideration of the role of moralist, 
ideologue, or minister, we can see now that insofar 
as they presume the self-deceiver to be fully a personal 
agent in the matter at hand, they preach, teach, and 
argue in vain. The futility of preaching to the neurotic 
has long been remarked by the psychiatrically oriented. 
Direct appeals to integrity and moral concern, by 
evoking the motives of self-deception, strengthen the 
Inclination to it and are self-defeating. 

What the self-deceiver specifically lacks is not con- 
cern or integrity but some combination of courage and 
à way of seeing how to approach his dilemma with- 
Out probable disaster to himself. The nature of the 
help which the self-deceiver needs follows from this 
diagnosis. He needs someone who can help him, tact- 
fully but persistently, through a detailed consideration 
Of the texture of life. This helper must also offer 
evident, unswervingly dedicated reliability and dispas- 
Sionateness, wide relevant knowledge, personal strength 
and humane tolerance; for the self-deceiver must be 
helped to go to the limits of his courage, but not 
Provoked beyond the breaking point. This help is pre- 
cisely what the ideal psychotherapist would offer. Of 
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course there are no ideal therapists. And, on the other 
hand, there are others— preachers, teachers, friends, 
and relatives—who are likewise not ideal and who yet 
may demonstrate these qualities to some significant 
extent. 

Most of the remarks I have made up to this point 
have been explicitly or tacitly concerned with ‘classical’ 
psychoanalysis, with the therapy of the person who is 
diagnosed as having a basically healthy ego, though 
suffering from relatively specific inner conflict. Yet not 
all mental pathology is of this kind, not even all the 
so-called psychogenic mental pathologies. I have said 
nothing directly concerning what psychiatry calls 
character disorders, psychoses, and other kinds of path- 
ology rooted in Severe ego and superego deficiencies. 
These types of psychopathology, along with obviously 
Organically determined psychopathology, form the 
major Part of the cases actually under psychiatric 
medical Supervision. How does the account of self- 
deception that I have given apply in such cases? An 
early paradigm of psychotherapeutic treatment in one 
important class of such cases Will be simple enough to 
summarize, and it reveals Striking parallelism with my 
own theses. I will not attempt a comprehensive dis- 
cussion of the gamut of Psychopathologies. 

In his work with young delinquents, the great 
August Aichorn found that for a certain large class of 
them, the first major therapeutic task is, paradoxically, 
to lead them to become neurotic. The young delin- 
quents in question are those who frankly engage in 
behaviour which society forbids as immoral or illegal, 
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see them as persons who had not developed strong 
Superegos; they had not 'internalized' parental and 
cultural moral demands. Thus appeals to conscience, 
to a concern for human values, were of course to no 
avail. To make the same point in the terms I used 
earlier (in Chapter Four), he found they had not learned 
the usual moralistic reactions associated with various 
forms of engagement; they had, inevitably, failed to 
develop adequately to the next level, the level of 
maturing as a person. Insofar as they had developed 
as immature persons, their major concern was with 
a complex of quite immediate gratifications rather than 
with deep attachments to other persons or to ideals. 
Aichorn's therapeutic technique consisted in untiring 
attempts to establish a personal, parental relation, and 
4S à consequence to evoke belated but essentially nor- 
mal forms of engagement which included the guilt 
Teaction. He argued on theoretical grounds, which he 
believed confirmed in practice, that with the emergence 
of a rudimentary superego (moralistic guilt reactions), 
the decisive condition for defence would be established. 
According to psychoanalytic doctrine, the intense moral 
anxiety evoked by a primitive superego as a conse- 
quence of its inflexible demands upon the ego is a 
typical condition of defence. This is particularly the 
Case when the rigid prohibitions of the superego bear 
Upon such powerful drives as those of puberty and 
adolescence, drives which the immature ego is quite 
unable to suppress or to sublimate. Unable to abandon 
a forbidden engagement, unable to avow the drives 
and bear the torment of a still immature and thus 
Oppressive personal conscience, the person takes the 
last alternative, defence. This at least isolates the guilt- 
ridden project from the still immature personal self: 
it constitutes the first crude form of social and moral 
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self-control which the juvenile delinquent achieves. 
But it is more than this. It is classical neurosis. It 1s 
the stage at which the therapist can proceed to more 
orthodox psychotherapy. 

Now the therapist can gradually attempt two things. 
First, he tries to strengthen the young person's ego» 
i.e., to help him be courageous in the face of (moral) 
anxiety. Also, Aichorn tried to help the young person 
to learn how he could avow the impulse and the guilt, 
integrate them as part of the person and his conscience. 
transform and civilize them rather than being €x- 
hausted by warring with them. Once this therapeutic 
task was done, the youth was faced with the everyday 
tasks and problems of a person moved by conflicting 
airhs. He could accept responsibility for himself and his 
deeds; he could assess his conduct morally according 
to his own moral vision. 

. Though the discussion in this chapter has concerned 
itself with the movement into and out of self-deception, 
we should not confuse this movement with movement 
into or out of moral responsibility. In practice, Un- 
deceiving oneself is typically associated with accepting 
responsibility. After all, the move into self-deception 
Is motivated by a concern for personal integrity, and 
this typically is a concern for specifically moral integ- 
rity. We can therefore expect that with the acknow- 
ledgment by the person of his formerly disavowe 

engagement, that engagement will be taken up into the 
pattern of responsibilities accepted by the person. 
Nevertheless, if we are to have a large and clear view 


of the entire Span of development here involved, We 
need to distinguish between avowal and acceptance O 
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activities; he is clearly a person (unlike the one-year-old, 
who by and large is a creature of his environment and 
of the activities of the moment). Yet with regard to 
many of his personal engagements, the five-year-old 
is quite properly not yet held responsible. Though he is 
a person, he is not a responsible person. 

I have argued at length elsewhere (On Responsibility, 
Ch. 2) that personal responsibility requires that the 
person tacitly or explicitly accept responsibility. With- 
out that care and concern which express the accept- 
ance of responsibility, the moral status of the person is 
akin to that of the minor who is able to act purposefully 
towards self-initiated ends, but who does not hold 
himself accountable and is not so held by others. Of 
Course, in the case of the chronological adult who does 
not accept responsibility, the initially strong and 
generally reasonable tendency is for others to try to hold 
him accountable anyway. But, as I have argued in my 
Systematic discussion of this problem, where there is 
genuine non-acceptance of responsibility, this attempt 
by others must in the end fail; it becomes vacuous in 
the face of authentic unconcern. (It is important to 
note that *acceptance of responsibility’, as I use the 
Phrase here and in the cited work, refers to the person's 
Concern or unconcern, not to his verbal protestations 
On the matter. Moreover, the issue is complicated by 
the fact that a person is responsible, in spite of un- 
Concern with respect to a specific engagement, if there 
are other concerns of the person's by virtue of which 
he has indirectly committed himself to be concerned 
for the engagement at issue.) 

This is not the place to re-argue the theses of my 
earlier study. Tt may suffice for the purpose of intel- 
ligibility, however, to repeat the point that this uncon- 
cern and absence of responsibility is found in a 
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fused or blurred, as I have remarked earlier, by 
Existentialists. This is because, in practice, avowal is 
typically (but not necessarily) followed up by accept- 
ance of responsibility for what is avowed. 

I have referred to three characteristic ways in which 
avowal manifests itself: in assuming the authority to 
spell-out, in the integration of what is avowed into that 
achieved synthesis which is the personal self, and in 
accepting responsibility for the engagement avowed. 
As is now evident, these are not all necessary marks of 
avowal. In fact the first and second are essential mani- 
festations of avowal, whereas a fair degree of accept- 
ance of responsibility, though it is a very important 
and often readily noticeable mark of avowal, is usual 
but not necessary. We can add now that the degree to 
Which the person is in general a responsible person 
determines, in general, the degree to which the person 
will accept responsibility for any particular avowed 
engagement. This is a corollary of the thesis that avowal 
18 necessarily manifested by integration of the avowed 
engagement into the system of the personal self. 

If Tam correct in my proposals concerning the accept- 
ance of responsibility, then we need to amplify earlier 
comments on the spiritual ideal of self-acceptance. We 
Would now have to say, putting the matter quite 
generally, that the movement to becoming a respon- 
Sible person has for its condition that the individual 
become a person, that although accepting oneself is 
the condition for accepting responsibility, the achieve- 
Ment of this condition is not a sufficient condition for 
becoming responsible. Though personal identity nor- 
mally leads imperceptibly to a significant degree of 
Personal responsibility, in some cases it hardly does so 
at all, and in general the achievement of each varies 
greatly among individuals. 
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We must now recognize that although self-acceptance 
is a spiritual ideal, it is not from the moral point of 
View a comprehensive or ultimate ideal, for moral 
responsibility must be a further fruition of self-accept- 
ance. Yet this formulation raises further and profound 
questions which we are now in a position to approach, 


but Which we cannot take up in a work whose principal 
aim has now been accomplished. 


APPENDIX 


THE NEUROPSYCHOLOGICAL 
CONTEXT OF 
SELF-DECEPTION 


ONE of the main theses on which my argument has 
Tested is that the skill of spelling-out is exercised with 
à certain decisive autonomy in relation to language use 
in general and our ability to engage in the world. 
Sually we do not distinguish the skill of linguistic 
expression so sharply; we tacitly view it as an integral 
bei the generic skill of using language. It was my 
alysis of consciousness and self-deception which led 
"n to Separate out this particular feature of language 
m as a quite special autonomous skill. The question 
pol I turn now is this: Is there any basis in 
Topsychology for supposing that the expression in 
Anguage of one's engagements could have a marked 
mud es autonomy with respect to (a) other ways in 
the c one uses language, and (b) the continuing of 
engagement in question? 
ee aspects of recent neuropsychological Te- 
dioe into brain structure and function warrant serious 
in 1 eration in connection with such questions and, 
Seneral, with the problems examined in this book. 
course the conceptual and empirical problems posed 
151 
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for neuropsychology are as yet vast. The principles 
which are appropriate to introducing neuropsychologi- 
cal data into our reflections here are (1) to seek to be 
as specific as possible concerning what we take to be 
the relevance of the neuropsychological data to the 
philosophical issues, (2) to identify and then to concen- 
trate on neuropsychological fundamentals rather than 
on detail or on speculative, controversial refinements, 
and (3) in any case to consider the entire project as 
having value very largely for its suggestiveness rather 
than for decisive demonstration of a philosophical 
thesis. 

, The neuropsychological data and the philosophical 
investigations presented in this book were each de- 
veloped entirely independently, both as a matter of 
history and logic. As Will be seen, there is a remark- 
able coincidence of results between the two lines ° 
Investigation. In this Appendix, however, I shall merely 
try to paint in broad Strokes, and with minimal tech- 
nical paraphernalia, the relevant. neuropsychologic? 
data. The interested reader is referred to the cite 

technical literature, to which my remarks are intende 

as an invitation and in no sense as a substitute. 

It has long been held by neuropsychologists that, 
although the left and tight hemispheres of the bra!” 
appear to be anatomically homologous, there are func- 
tional differences, one of these differences having t° 
do with language. The left hemisphere of the brain h2* 
traditionally been called the ‘dominant’ or ‘maj, 
hemisphere, the right half the ‘non-dominant’ or ‘mino’ 
hemisphere. There has been a consistent preponderance 
of evidence that (1) the left (dominant) hemisphere Í 
the one primarily associated with language, and. e 
addition, that (2) the left hemisphere primarily govern 
the right half of the body. Since most persons are sigh 
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handed', the left hemisphere may thus be thought of, 
broadly, as the ‘dominant’ one with respect to intellec- 
tual and motor functions. 

The ‘association’ and ‘governing’ in question take 
their sense primarily from the following kind of 
evidence: damage to the left hemisphere is associated, 
far more dramatically and distinctively than damage 
to the right hemisphere, with pathology of language 
use or of motor use of the right side of the body. The 
precise nature and degree of the pathology depends to a 
Significant extent on the region of the left hemisphere 
Which is affected. Impressive correlations of specific 
regions of the brain with specific pathology have been 
made so far as a number of the functions, organs, and 
limbs are concerned. 

. Although the details which would fill out the preced- 
Ing generalizations are very many, very complex, and 
often in controversy, and although the generalizations 
themselves are vastly in need of refinement and ampli- 
fication, the main tenor of the generalizations is not 
controversial. A good deal of the evidence derives from 
relatively direct correlation of observable effects in 
body function or mental function as a result of the 
destruction or electrical stimulation of local areas of 
the cerebrum. 
_ In the past half dozen years or so, a certain addi- 
tional precision, of particular interest to us here, has 
been achieved in connection with a technique of cutting 
the great cerebral commissure (the corpus callosum). 
The great cerebral commissure is, roughly speaking, a 
road cable of nerve material running along the mid- 
line of the cerebrum, between the two hemispheres. 
Its functions have until recently been most obscure. 
ere severing of this commissure seemed to produce 
no significant difference in a person's (or animal's) sub- 
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sequent performance on a variety of tests or as observed 
qualitatively in the clinic. This was a perplexing obser- 
vation, since the corpus callosum, by virtue of its 
location, size, and internal structure, would seem prima 
facie to be very important for cerebral functioning. 
During the past few years, however, new techniques 
for eliciting and discriminating laboratory perform- 
ances of animals and human subjects have revealed that 
there are indeed remarkable differences in performance 
Subsequent to severing the corpus callosum. These dif- 
ferences are due, it now at last appears, to the fact that 
severing the corpus callosum cuts direct intra-cerebral 
communication between the two hemispheres. This 
affords the Opportunity, given sufficient experimental 
Ingenuity, to assess the performance of each hemisphere 
independently of the other, and to draw inferences as 
SON role of intra-cerebral communication in the nor- 
mal brain. No Consequences from severing the corpus 
callosum had been Noticeable to early observers be- 
Cause no attempt had been made to isolate the infor- 
mation coming to the brain so that it entered one hemi- 
sphere only. Hence both hemispheres could function 
on the basis of the same information, and on the basis 
of miscellaneous intra-bodily and other cues, and there 
fore the effects of cutting direct intra-cerebral com- 
munication were not readily observable. " 
Sperry, Gazzaniga, and others have demonstrated in 
the past decade and a half that the initiation of overt 
language use is peculiarly associated with the left hem- 
sphere. The more general thesis that the left hemisphere 
Soverns language use was thus crucially refined. Bot 
hemispheres are involved, in differing ways, in various 
forms of language and concept use. But active speech, 
the most noticeable to the observer, has a distin? 
anatomical, neurological, and functional autonomy !? 
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relation to other forms of language and concept use. 
The clinical details as revealed in the recent studies 
show striking similarities to distinctive features of self- 
deception, and of repression and defence. Let us ex- 
plore the matter further. 
. After severance of the great cerebral commissure, it 
IS possible to present visual or tactile information to 
the left hemisphere alone by providing the information 
to the right half of the visual field or to the right hand, 
respectively. Correspondingly, information is presented 
to the right hemisphere alone by providing it to the 
contralateral visual field or hand. (We shall not con- 
cern ourselves with experimental techniques here, 
ingenious and fascinating as some of these have been. 
he observations of human beings who have undergone 
Commissurotomy has been possible because this surgi- 
cal procedure is at times medically indicated for treat- 
Ment of otherwise intractable epileptic seizures.) 


Speech 


M tests aimed to determine the capacity to speak with 
th erence to information specifically lateralized to one Or 

© other hemisphere, very different results were obtained 
of the right and left sides. Whereas spoken descriptions 
ron ulus material and other verbal responses —À 
Fax the left hemisphere showed from the beginning iie 
testin Impairment, the right hemisphere appeared in simila 

ng to be totally incapable of speech. 


ubject's right hand, like 


a spe familiar item placed in the s 
block letters, or any of 


a 
a e oe knife, comb, toothbrush, x de 
named of simple geometric shapes were readily recog! 
facilit and described. . .. Speech was also used with norma 
involv; Ih making various somatosensory discriminations 
ah ving weight, pattern, and temperature applied any- 

Te On the right half of the body. . - - In short, any 
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i i the 
sensory information entering the left hemisphere, a uid 
results of the central processing of that information, -— 
be reported through speech in much the usual manner. 


Conversely, both subjects were totally unable to fs 
accurate spoken reports for even the simplest kin , 
sensory information projected to the right hemisphere go 
For example, a pencil placed in the left hand mig ei 
unnoticed and elicit no verbal comment whatever, or id be 
typically, its presence would be recognized but it wou = 
called a ‘can opener’ or a ‘cigarette lighter’, etc. Such gues ed 
came presumably from the left dominant hemisphere a i. 
were based on Whatever indirect cues happened e d 
available to that hemisphere. All visual stimuli flashe e 
the left half field similarly went undescribed or were 
ported vocally, as just a ‘flash’ or a ‘white flash’. 
Writing 3 
The right hand with its main motor control centred dr 
left hemisphere along with Speech was always capab los 
writing correctly the names and descriptions of e ks 
tactile stimuli presented to the left hemisphere wit zial 
special difficulty evident. When the same stimulus mate E 
Was presented to the right hemisphere, however, ood: 
the stimuli could be described or named in writing by 
of the patients using either hand. i 1967) 
(Gazzaniga, 


In contrast to the above results, and in striking s 
llel to the theses of this book, are the p peer 
Which show that the right hemisphere, though it ca ntly 
‘speak’, can understand language and act intellige 
on the basis of what it has understood. For example» 


d 


TT oul 
the examiner would read, ‘Used to tell time’, and W ] 


; ` : visua 
then flash five choice words in succession to the left 


: anua 
field. In this instance the patients made a correct Ir 
signal to the word, ‘clock’. 
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Not only can the person understand language and 
respond skilfully, but he will show appropriate emotion. 
Thus, during a sequence of photos flashed to the left 
visual field, the subject blushes and smiles with embar- 
Tassment when unexpectedly a photo of a nude woman 
is presented. But in response to questions, the subject 
Says she does not know why she is smiling, and didn't 
see anything. This may be observed in a film prepared 
by Professor Gazzaniga.) 

The fact that the use of language for overt expres- 
Sion of one's perceptions, actions, feelings, etc., is 
functionally and neuroanatomically autonomous with 
Tespect to the use of language and concepts for other 
than overt expression makes much more plausible the 
thesis that spelling-out is a relatively autonomous skill. 
What we need to assume is that spelling-out is largely 
the same kind of activity as we have seen to be domi- 
nated by the left hemisphere in the commissurotomy 
experiments. Further, we need to assume that a similar 
functional divorce between an individual's engagement 
and his linguistic expression of that engagement need 
Not require physical cutting of intra-cerebral communi- 
cation but could be ‘psychogenic’. The behavioural 
evidence concerning self-deception, and defence and the 
Unconscious, strongly suggest that such communication 
Can in fact be damped down, distorted, or cut off by 
"Psychological means. This would be the neurological 
Counterpart of what I have called disavowal and would 
be generated in disavowal. Investigations of the cerebral 
Processes underlying such a psychogenic and highly 
Specific ‘commissurotomy’ are, of course, outside the 
Province of philosophical inquiry. But it is not beyond 
Possibility that such reflections as the present ones 
can in turn suggest further lines of neuropsychological 
Tesearch. 
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The parallelism between my thesis and the trei 
psychological data becomes even more striking whe 
we note that the subject receiving specific information 
only into the right hemisphere reacts to demands p^ 
spelling-out with other manoeuvres analogous K 
psychological defence: the left hemisphere ‘searche 
for some way to ‘rationalize’ the situation—by guesses, 
hunches, denials, rationalizations—and then expresses 
matters accordingly. 


Let us recall the statement, cited earlier, that 


- - - a pencil placed in the left hand might go unnoticed thy 
or more typically its presence would be recognized 5) 
the major hemisphere from intra-bodily kinesthetic eues 
but it would be called a ‘can opener’ or a ‘cigarette lighter’ 
etc. (Italics and parenthetical comment added.) 


Another typical example of the tendency to a ple 
lizing ‘guess’ by the left hemisphere may be noted int d 
following fuller version of an experimental report oe 
earlier. In this experiment, the subject hears the spoke 
phrase with both ears, and thus the spoken phrase z 
instruction registers in both hemispheres, but the "cd 
Tect response word is flashed only to the right m 
Sphere. Of particular interest here is the last sentence» 
omitted in the earlier citation: 


For example, the examiner would read, ‘Used to tell a 
and would then flash five choice words in succession orrect 
left visual field. In this instance the patients made a vau 
manual signal to the word ‘clock’. When one of them the 
asked in passing what word he had seen, the reply (from 
major hemisphere) was ‘watch’. 


; efus ; ich 
The experiments are replete with instances 1n m i 

the left hemisphere, deprived of direct intom 

proposes ingenious guesses or rationalizations 
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can be demonstrated to be dependent on specific, in- 
direct clues, or to be quite unreliable. 

As research workers in the field have noted, one 
inevitably begins to talk about the hemispheres indepen- 
dently, as if each were a separate individual. This way of 
seeing the matter is supported by a number of related 
experiments, e.g., the non-transferable learning which 
can go on in one hemisphere independently of, but 
concurrently with a different learning sequence going on 
in the other. Tn all this, the parallelism to our talk about 
the division of the psyche in defence and in self-decep- 
tion is notable. 

More generally, it should be noted that the left hemi- 
sphere is associated with the more intellectually 
elaborate performances of human beings. Calculation, 
and abstract reasoning of a high order seems generally 
to be rooted in left-hemisphere functions. Finally, and 
no doubt closely related to all the preceding, the left 
hemisphere seems to be dominant with respect to the 
co-ordination of projects which are themselves defined 
in complex and abstract intellectual terms rather than 
in fairly specific motor terms. All of this generally 
coincides with the thesis that the skill of spelling-out is, 
more than other forms of language and concept use, 
intimately associated with the self, the highest-order 
organization and unity of the individual human being. 
It also is reminiscent of the psychoanalytic postulate of 
a relatively autonomous mental ‘system’ organized in 
terms of ‘secondary process’. 

It is to be noted that, in general, the de-coordination 
of brain function as a result of brain damage—espec- 
ially in the areas related to language use—has a 
range of effects remarkably suggestive, item for item, 
of the marks of the ‘primary process’ as Freud and 
Others have described it. Among the early and typical 
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signs of damage to the intellectual ‘areas’ of the brain 
are: drastic reduction of ‘higher’ rational powers (i.e., 
the powers of carrying on extended and highly abstract 
chains of reasoning, a tendency to move from one 
idea to another by virtue of memory associations, sound 
similarities, and visual similarities, a tendency to sub- 
stitute parts for wholes, to ignore causal, temporal, 
and conceptual relationships. With all this, it must also 
be remembered that the intact right hemisphere, though 
incapable of verbal expression and generally limited 
in its intellectual capacities, does have at least the 
capacity for carrying out practical tasks involving re- 
latively simple ideational, motor, perceptual, and 
emotional co-ordination. In short, there is ample neuro- 
psychological basis for supposing that the carrying out 
of relatively simple human engagements is pos- 
sible, though not with rational sophistication, with- 
pr ninging to bear the capacities of the integrated 

What would be interesting, but what has not yet been 
done, is to feed a relatively elaborate and ‘emotionally 
significant project exclusively to the right hemisphere 
of the brain, to observe the consequent conduct, and at 
the same time to elicit regular ‘reports’ from the left 
hemisphere, as the latter picks up indirect cues, and 
totally invents where it must, in order to present à 
rational facade. Such a case might approximate more 
and more to the familiar features of self-deception, the 
ineradicable and no doubt important difference being 
that the entire affair would be ‘artificially motivated 
and rooted in physically induced commissural mal- 
function rather than in authentically motivated com- 
missural misperformance. 

Since I have distinguished, in Chapter Seven of the 
main text of this book, between the avowal of an 
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engagement and the acceptance of responsibility for it, 
it may be worth noting that this distinction, too, has its 
analogue in the realms of neuropsychology. For some 
decades now the role of the frontal lobes of the brain 
has been studied, experimented upon, and, in gross 
terms, understood. The dramatic technique of pre- 
frontal lobotomy has accounted for much of the know- 
ledge and the wide public acquaintance with the issues. 
Very briefly and roughly: the capacities for planning, 
for initiative, and for critical self-correction seem to be 
particularly associated with the frontal lobes. Thus an 
individual may have a reasonably clear inner sense of his 
personal identity and his engagements, and yet—with 
damage to the frontal lobes, or after lobotomy—he 
does not have the concern about himself or his engage- 
ments that he once did. He has less initiative in his 
affairs, or in set tasks; he is less rigorous and ‘respon- 
sible’ about carrying them out; he is less self-critical. 
The specific degree and character of the difference de- 
pends, of course, upon the specific nature of the lesion 
and of the person's character and circumstances. But 
the direction of change, after destruction of frontal 
lobe material, is unquestionable. 

The anatomical and functional discreteness, as estab- 
lished in frontal lobe damage, of ‘responsibility’ inclina- 
tions on the one hand, and personal-identity, and 
linguistic-self-expression inclinations on the other hand, 
reduces the weight of any charge that the distinguish- 
ing of these types of inclinations at the level of moral 
psychology is ad hoc. What is more, considerations akin 
to those mentioned earlier in connection with spelling- 
out seem to apply here as well. They warrant the view 
that a de-coordination of personal identity responses 
and responsibility responses can be elicited by appro- 
priate motives as well as by frontal lobe damage which 
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leaves the speech centres unimpaired. I am not aware 
that anyone has yet explored the extent to which 
there might be pathology restricted to the frontal 


lobes in cases of severe and long-term sociopathic 
personality. 
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McNally, 32 

Mauvaise foi, Sartre and, 82, 
88, 92-100, 137: analogy 
with sleep, 99-100; as prob- 
lem of belief, 92; as 'spon- 
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Plato, 85 

Proust, 2 
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pure, 98 

Reflexive deception expres- 
sions, 17-21, 32 

Responsibility : acceptance of, 


INDEX 


146-7, 161; and avowal, 

148-9; personal, 147 
Ricoeur, 115 ; ke 
Riviere, Jacques, on crt 

ing principle within us’, 


4. 
rtre, 2, 7-9, 21, 75, 76, 104, 
sae 115, 136-7, 139, m 
and impure reflection, ah 
and mauvaise foi, 82, 94; 
100, 137; and ‘transparency 
of consciousness to E 
98; attack on Freud, e 
moral attitude to ums 
deceivers, 137; on self as x 
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